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INEQUITIES TOWARD WOMEN IN THE SOCIAL
SECURITY SYSTEM

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER :2; 1983
House oF REPRESENTATIVES; Task ForcE oN SocCiAL SE-
CURITY AND WOMEN, OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON RETIRE-
MENT INCOME AND EMPLOYMENT, AND THE SeLECT CoM-
MITTEE ON AGING; o
_ - , o , - Washington, D.C.
__The task force met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 311,

Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Mary Rose Oakar (chairwo-

man of the task force) presiding. -
_ Members present: Representatives. Oakar of Ohio, Ferraro of
New York, Ratchford of Connecticut; Vandergriff of Texas, Daub of
Nebraska, McCain of Arizona, and Gekas of Pennsylvania.

_ Staff present: Catherine Straggas; professional staff, Task Force on

Social Security and Women; Allen Johnston, staff director, Nancy
E. Hobbs, minority staff director, Subcommittee on Retirement

Income and Employment; and dohn Vihstadt, minority cotinsel,
Select Committee on Aging.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRWOMAN MARY ROSE OAKAR

Ms. Oakar. The Task Force on Social Security and Women will

e A Ty e - 3 i a gy — %o - — -

come ‘o order: I would like to thank Chairman Roybal, who will be
here in a few minutes, for his support of the Task Force an Social
Security and Women of the Aging Committee and, as chair of the
task force, I wovld like to welcome you all to this hearing on the
inequities which today affect over 10 million women who receive
monthly .checks from the largest retirement insurance program in
the world; social securicy. - R

As you know, the Social Security Amendments of 1983 mandate

that the Department of Health and Humar Services review the
bills that I introduced, H.R. 2742 and Senator Cranston’s bill S. 3,
and then in July 1984; proposed legislation on earning sharings.

This inequity of the social security system toward women is the

essence of the gender gap in economic justice. 'Women who have "

been historically discriminated against in wages come full cycle
during retirement. Their retirement benefits reflect both their low
wages as workers where they earn 59 cents for every dollar earned
by men and the inherent inequities in the social security system.
“Make no mistake about it, at least 90 out of 100 women who are
covered by the social sccurity system can expect to experience some
form of discrimination during retirement. Working spouses can

usually expect to receive a benefit that is less than if they had
43
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never worked or paid into the system at all. Homemakers, who go
in and out of the labor force to have and raise children or care for
a sick parent are not yet eligible for disability, if they have been
out of the work force for more than 5 years. Divorced women who

were married for less than 10 years receive no benefits: Widows

abled or have children under 17. Widows who choose to accept

benefits at age 60 receive greatly reduced benefits for their entire

lives, among other inequities. ) o . .
Social security has commanded much public and congressional

attention in the past 2 years. In 1981 the Congress fought to re-
store. the monthly minimum benefit that the administration pro-
posed eliminating. Earlier this year there was a bipartisan effort to

insure the financial solvency of the system: Unfortunately, the leg-
islation did not fully address the inequities and inadequacies of the
system toward women recipients, and therefore, did not deal with

the problem 1n the social security system comprehensively: .
The architects of social security designed a program that would
provide basic financial support for the aged and disabled. The

system was based on assumptions about the role of women’s work
patterns in the late 1930’s. Today the demographics of otir country
are vastly different. Fifty-three percent of all adult wourien, com-

pared to 15 percent in 1936, work now outside the honie. More

women than ever before are combining careers as workers and
homemakers—47 percent of all married women work outside the

home: Half of all marriages end in divorce: Fifty-five percent of all
children under 18 have working mothers. Ninety percent of all
single parents are women. Most homemakers have spent many
years in the labor force before marriage: __ o o

But, social security; based on notions 50 years old, assumes_that
most women have never been in the labor force. It is almost un-
fathomable to realize that if no action is taken to correct the prob-
lems; 45 million in the year 2030 will be victims of this cycle of in-
equity. -

Today. we will not only look at the problems in the current
system; but at ways to solve them. We must bridge this gender gap
with legislation, not simply with explanations: A woman should not
have to go_to the Supreme Court for economic justice related to
pensions. The administration and Congress should correct these in-
equities now. In 1977 Congress first directed the Secretary of
Health; Education and Welfare to study. ways to update social secu- -
rity and to eliminate sex discrimination under the social security

program. The law was clear and the report of HEW stated, unequi-— - --

wornen, yet no action since even then, has been taken.

I have introduced legislation to remedy this problem: I am proud
to say that our bill, H.R. 2742, has more than 40 cosponsors of my
colleagues. This legislation views marriage as an economic partner-
ship, it recognizes the economic importance of women who work
outside and inside the home. It places all women—single, married;
divorced, homemakers and workers in the paid labor force—on

equal footing: The legislation assures that women will be treated
equitably and fairly «iving retirement. .
; )
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As | stated earlier, thie Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices is currently working on the study which will incorporate; hope-

fully, my earn‘ngs sharings bill and others and will finally address
the inequities which concern allofus. =~

I am proud to chair this hearing today as the first step in taking
serious action on an integral part of the legislative agenda to give
women the in.lienable right to economic justice. This issue affects
the majority of our population. It should be a priority with the
President and this Congress. - : S ,

I look forward to working in a bipartisan Spirit with my col--
league; Mr. Daub, and others to get results. Now is the time for
dction. The report from the Department of Health and Human
Services will be completed in July 1984, right before the Presiden-
tial elections. This is an item that must be on the national political
agenda. , e
1 am very, very happy to have as members_ of our task force a
number of distinguished colleagues and I would first like to hear
from my distinguished minority leader of this task force, Congress-

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE HAL DAUB

_ Mr. Daus: I want to say first to Ms. Oakar that I want to com-
mend you for having this important hearing. I have had the oppor-
tunity to read six sets of hearing documents of this task force, in-
cluding the two field hearings in Cleveland. I am most_impressed
with the originating contributions and I think, as a result, of that, I
am optimistic that this set of hearings in this Congress is going to
be productive as well. . S o

I want to extend my thanks to Ms. Oakar and to her staff for
their cooperation in planning this hearing. I am pleased that every
effort has been made to insure that all points of view are going to
be heard today. We are fortunate that the witnesses today repre-
sent many organizations with different views and concerns about

social security benefits relative to women. Their opinions expressed

will range from one end of‘the spectrum to the other. I believe that
all of these opinions are essential and will lead to a serious examii-
nation of what problems exist and what reforms are needed..

I am disappointed to say that many of the business organizations
that were invited to testify are not here today. It is my hope that if
the business community who, indeed, has a great stake in main-
taining & sound social security program, has.ideas about social se-
curity as it affects women, they will make these views- known -to
the Congress. L :
 We must acknowledge the fact that men and women are treated
differently within the_social security system. It is important to
closely examine the effect these differences have on women in par-

ticular. Some of the concerns about the treatment of women within .
the social security system were remedied by the Social Security Act

Amendments of 1983. I A
. Some of the changes provided in these amendments include an
independent erntitlement for divorced spouses and increased bene-

fits for disabled widows over the age of 50.

v
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 The growing criticism of the sccial security system is whether
the prog-am has significantly changed since its inception in the

1930's, to take in account the changes that have occurred in the

family unit: For example; by the year 1990, the family unit; consist-
ing of one working and one nonworking spouse, will account for
only 14 percent of the American households: . o
Many factors have contiributed to the changes in_the family
structure throughout the years. The increased labor force participa-
tion rate of women; the desire of some women to move in and out
of the labor force and the decline in marriage lofnigevity have a pro-
[bgkjd impact on the lifestyle and the financial security of women
today. . . ; . . L
‘Many of these changes have caused concerns about the adequacy
of the social security System tn meet the needs of women. Some
women; for example; have found that the social security benefits-

they earn through working can amount to_less than what they
could claim as dependent wives of widows of workers. Since bene-
fits reflect lifetime earnings of the worker, women, who generally

receive less than men, and who often interrupt their working years
for childrearing; unfortunately accrue lower benefits. In 1980, only

one-third of the women covered by social security elected to receive
their own benefits rather than the benefits of their husband. =~

A related concern is the need to recognize the homemaker’s re-
munerative value to the family and the working spouse. I have in-

troduced legislation which addresses the retirement income of non-
working spouses in the form of an expanded spousal IRA: This
wotld allow women who have chosen not to work outside the home
to contribute the maximum amount to an individual retirement ac-

count. Social security benefits need to concur with the change in

women's roles and recognize the value and the worth of that non-
working spouse. S S
 Qur concern, as members of the Select Committee on Aging;-is
with the growing elderly population. Last summer I sponsored a
field hearing in Omaha at which time we specifically addressed the
concerns of aging women: Adequate social security coverage was
mentioned from a number of tiose witniesses as their growing con-
cern,

By the year 2000 the number of women over the age of 65 will

total 19 milliori, which is 1 out of every 14 persons: This astounding

number demands that our attention be directed toward the finan-
cial security of this group. We find that for single women over the
age of 65 with an income less than $5,000, social security benefits
account for 80 percent of that income level. o

I know in my own State of Nebraska, of spersons.over 65 years of
age who are below the poverty ling, 90 percent of them are women.
We cannot_neglect the fact that these circuinstances poiiit to how
important it is for the social security system to treat women fairly.

A number of reforms, both with limited and long-term effects,
have been introduced. I look forward today to hearing a_number of
our witniesses discuss earnings sharing proposals. I believe these
proposals are quite worthy of further study, ‘and I look forward to

the Department of Health and Human Services report on earnings

sharing which is scheduled to be done by July 1, 1984. The basic

problem is the need to secure a bill for the women of this country:

8
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I hope we will be able to adequately address this problem in subse-

As we examine possible reforms in the social security system we
must insure that persons in_every type of family situation, whether
single or married, widowed ondivorced, working or not working,
are treated fairly. .

It is my hope that we can dev

lop reforms that will prove to be
sible. I look forward to-the ideas

that a very expert set of witnesseddn our panels today; will have to
contribute. N v

I thank the chairman very much. -
Ms: Oakar: Thank you very much; Congressman Daub.
Congresswoman Ferraro?

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE GERALDINE A: FERRARO

- I'm very impressed with the caliber of the witnesses
today. = - : , - LT
1 know this legislation has been sponsored by several of the
members who are sitting here today. In the interest of time, I

would like to submit my full statement for the record. ,
[The prepared statement of Representative Ferraro follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE GERALDINE A: FERRARO
__Madam Chair, I want to commend you on holding these hearings on women and

social secruity. The inequitable treatment of women under our social Secruity
system is of great concern to women, particularly elderly women who face years of
retirement in economic insecruity. .
. Because 60_percent of elderly social security beneficiaries are_women, we must
look closely at how.the system treats women to ensure fair and adequate treatment
of.its majority constituency: : o . il

The current social se¢urity system is clearly not protecting older women from pov-
erty. There are over twice as maiy poor women as poor men over age 65. the pover-
ty of older womien is ihe outcome of a lifetifne of economic inequity. to. women. that
begins with unequal educations opportiinity, continues in a low-paid “female” job
ﬁgdﬁfgnpaid family responsibilities, and culminates with inadequate retirement

nefits. N - - -

Most older women_rely on social security as their primary or sole source of

income, This is_because only ten percent of older women receive private pensions

dur to inequities in private pension plans. I am pleased to be the sponsor of legisla-
tion contained in the Economic. Equity Act which seeks to reform the private pen-

sion system to recognize the contributions women make to our economy and reflect

women'’s unique life and work patterns. . . ] el
. Despite the fact that worien rely most heavily on social security to sapport them-
selves in their-later years, they receive the lowest benefits. The average monthly
social sécurity benefit for adult-women in 1982 was only $308 compared to $430 _for
adult men. Retired female workers averaged. only $335 in benefits as compared to
$448 for retired male workers. This-reflacts the wage gap-between men-and women
during their work years and the likehood that a woman's work outside the home
was interrupted by family responsibilities, averaging zeros into her earing record for
every year over 5 that she was out of the paid workforce. And because women must
choose between their own benefits or those earned as a spouse, retired .women who
had worked are usaally no better off financially than if they had never worked for

.pay.

The proposals we will be discussing today—and which you; Madam Chair; have
taken the leadership introducing as legislation—seek to correct the inequities in the
system Whi'ch’ leaves women in social insecurity in their later years: They recognize

g
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itributiois that womien and men make to their household’s—and our
society’s ) 1 any pleised that the concept of marriage as an economic part-
nership has been subseribed to by a bipartisan coulitiofn of men and women. 1 eager-

ly await the day when we will put our money where our mouths are.

 Ms. Oakar. Thank you; €ongresswoman Ferraro,.and I want to
commend vou for all of the work you have been doing with the
Women's Economic Equity Act as well:

Representative McCain?

Mr. McCain. In the interest of tirie, Madam Chairman, I would
like to submit my statement for the record also. I share the senti-

ments of my colleagues and their appreciation for your having
these hearings. - - - - g
[The prepared statement of Representative McCain follows:]

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE JOHN McCaIN

1 commend Madam Chairwoma Oakar for presiding over the meeting today
which will address the coverage of women under the presently designed social secu-

rity systeni. Additionally; T would like to thank our expert panel of witnesses. I am
siire they will provide excellent information and possible remedies to the current
inequities under the system. o N
~ Although suciil security is sex neutral, many people perceive_problems with the

ymen are treated under the prografi. When social security_was designed and

.adopted in the 1930's, it was intended to recognize and be compatible with the social

environment. This snvironment has changed dramatically since that era: Increased

labor force participation rates of women, increased divorce rates, and continuing
high poverty rates_among_elderly w men, characterize the current era.. As a resuit,
social secarity is not meeting the income needs of women in today's world.. -

Many factors have contributed to the . increasing labor force participation of
woriieri over the last three decades. One of the most prevalent motivations for
womien in recent years has been economic necessity; high inflation has ade it in-
creasingly difficult to make erids meet on one income. The labor force parti ipation
rate of married women has risen from 17 percent in 1940 to 47 percent in 1977.
Marriage longevity nas also changed.-Some 1:18 miltion divorces were granted in

1979, nearly three times the number of divorces granted in 1959. . . . .
1 social seciirity program, legislators tried to strike a balance
d social adequacy. The balance fio loriger exists because

or our changing social environment. . _- - S
Sociat security payments are not.adequate for women who do not follow the tradi-

tional pattern of life long marriage and homemaking. A divorced spouse can receive
i ts, if the marriage has lasted 10

“hus not been in the workforce

u maximum of 50 percent of his/her spouse’s ber
ot more years. A woman married for 9 years and e workf
Because -of child rearing is suddenly divorced,_and_has neither acquired social secu-
rity credits. nor is she eligible for her former spouses benefits. .
_A grave inadequacy is seen in the situation where a_widowter) between |

_Ag _age of
60 and 65 will receive an actuarial reduced benefit throughout the remainder of
that person’s lifetime. The social security check is often.a widows only source of
income. This reduced benefit is hardly enotgh to live on. Additionally; a widow who
is under age 60 cannot receive benefits as a sirviving spoise unless she has a child
under age 16; or is at least 50 years old and disabled.

Inequities result because_the social security em

! stem rewards one.and two earner
coaples differently. The dual entitlement provision states that the benefit a person
receives as a dependent cannot_be added to the benefit he or she would receive as a
worker. Consequently; in a case where a two earner couple, in which the secondary
earner. who is generally the wife, has an earnings racord such that his/her benefit
as a retired worker would be. the same or less.than_his/her benefit as a dependent,
would receive the same total benefits s 3 one-earner couple. _____ . . ...
_ The need for a change is irrefitable. The question now becomes; what type of
hould be made to rectify the situation? . . . __ ___ _______
solution was introduced in the 1976 legislative session: The concept

sharing. This concept recognizes marriage as an economic partnership.
1t accords the right of each individual to a retirement based.on half of the total
retirement credits earned hy a couple during their-marriage. This proposal is to be
stadied by the Department of Health and Humar: Services and reported on by July

1, 1984: Carefut consideration must be emphasized. Many technical and administra-

10
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tive questions seed to be worked out and special consideration. must be given to con-

tinued strong protection for the family against death or dlsnblement of a primary

wage earner.
rther, : ident ameliorated

urity &
several prcvxously identified inadequacies and inequities. regurdmg the treutment of
women. It is obvious that steps are being taken in the right direction. ___ =
.1 am _anxius to hear today’s testimony and am particularly_pleased that Mr:
Robert Meyers is present today. As former Execrtive Director of the National Com-
niission on Socidl Security Refori, he will provide us with valuable insight regard-
ing the treatment of women under social security.

Ms: Oakar: Thank you:
Representative Fatchford? . :

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE WILLIAM R. RATCHFORD

Mr. RarcHrorp. Madam Chairman, I would like to put my full
statement in the record,; but first I would like to commend you for
convening the hearings: I am especially intrigied by your approach

to the modified earning sharing and look forward to the develop-

ment of that.
Let me simply state from the statement though that a woman

who works in the home is as entitled to economic security in her
latter years as the woman who pursues a career outside the home.
Homemakers clearly contribute just as much to society. We all rec-
ognize that the social security system has historically discriminated

against wotnen in a number of ways. I don’t think this has been a

matter of deliberate policy; the system simply. is outmoded: But if
we, as Members of Congress; fail now to adapt that system to

present day realities, our neglect will be tantamount to deliberate
discrimination. We must not tolerate that:
[The prepared statement of Representative Ratchford follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF WiLLIAM R. RATCHFORD

Represent.xtlve Oukiir; I don’t want to take up any time because I know we have a
great many panelists to hear, but 1 want to congratulate you on holding this hear-
ing today. Issues of eqiiity and adegiiacy in.the social security system have come of
age since the enactment of the secial security reform package this sprm" Since its
inception in 1974, the task force has fleshed-out the discriminatory impict. of the
s,
ing a few of the wrongs. but we are now ready to evaluate systemic solutions. I am
especially intrigued by the modified earnings sharing approach put forward by the
chairwoman and Senator Cranston. A woman who worls in the home is as entitled
to economic security in her later years as the woman who pursues a career outside
the_home: Flomemakers clearly. contribute just as. much to society. We all recognize
that the secial secarity system . has. historically discriminated against women in. a
nuinher of ways. I don't think that this has been.a matter of deliberate policy—the
social sccurlty system is simply outmoded. But if we as_members of congress fail

em on women. Congress has taken a number of preliminary steps toward right-

Madame Chairwoman, |t is an honor for me to haVe the opportunlty to pdrtncnpate E

in this hearing, and to contribute to the efforts of the task force. Thank you.

Ms. Oakar. Thank you very much; Bill:
Representative Vandergriff?

STATEMENT ()F REPRESENTATIVE TOM VANI)ERGRIFF

will be the first of 'nany hearmgs in which we will focus on thls

question of how the social security system affects the women of our

1
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Nation. 1 ani, without doubt; one of the oldest freshmen in Con-
gress so perhaps it is Q_rﬁy appropriate that I would serve on the

Select Committee on Aging. Then, too, since the first bill that I had

the pleasure of cosponsoring upon arriving here in Washington was
the equal rights amendment; I suppose it is also appropriate that I
also join this task force. I am happy to have that privilege. !
- Ini both assignments I will have the opportunity to learn more
about and; hopefully; contribute to two areas of particular interest
to me personally as well as to Texas and the Nation.

__We often speak of America as the land of opportunity, but for
many woinen in this country, the opportunities 7éffb’i'déd them are,

in fact; limited by the laws of our land. We must 'be ever mindful

that as society changes and evolves, so must our laws change and

evolve: I am reminded of Thomas Jefferson’s words that “Laws and
institutions go hand-in-hand with the progress of the human mind

and that institutions must advance also to kéep pace with the
times:” 1 believe this very aptly describes the problems we face rel-
ative to the social security system and its effect on women.
1 am not going to take further time today to detail the specific
problems that the system poses for women. That has already been
done so eloquently by our chairwoman. I do wish to stress, howev-
er, that I am greatly disturbed by the inequities women continually
face in terms EE economic rewards in our society and this can be no
more clearly demonstrated than by the inequities existing for
woiien in the social security system:. )

So, Chairwoman Oakar, I am pleased and proud to be a part of

‘your task force and I look forward to making progress under your

leadership in thi§ most important endeavor. . . _
 Ms: Oakar. Thank you very much. Representative Ferraro re-
minded me that age is_not a criteria on this committee. Senator

Pepper is the youngest Member of Congress that I can think of and

~we are happy to have you on it

Representative Daub, do you have Somie statemients to offer?

'Mr. Daus. I would like to include in the record the statement of

our friend, the distinguished lady from Maine; Olympia Snowe. She
has_asked me to compliment you for holding this hearings today.
Ms. Oakar. Without objection.

[The prepared statement of Representative Snowe follows:]
PREPARED STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE OLYMPIA J. SNOWE

_ 1 want to take a_moment to thank the Chair of the Task Force.on Women and
Social Security; Mary Rose Oaker; and the ranking Republican, Hal Daub, for their
efforts in reestablishing this very important panel on one of the major issues of the
decade. It is my pleasure to again sit on the task force, and to have the opportunity
to hear the testimony of the witnesses here today. o o

" Last January, as both old and new Meitbers prepared to come to Washington,
there was no doubt that the predominant issue on everyone’s mind was Social Secu-
rity. For nearly half a century, social security has represented our nation’s strong
commitment to. the elderly and their dependents. Accordingly, it was with great
speed that the House and Senate acted_to save the beleaguered program. Although
a iance with the remedies chosen; our commitment to an

_expeditious and equitable-resolution wus.no less firm.. .

"And today, 6 months later, we watch with guarded optimism as the economy

grows stronger and the trust funds are replenished, united in-the hope that the sac-
rifices made today by American workers and social security beneficiaries will safe-

guard this vital American institution for generations to come.
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sues that remains virtually untoiichied is
the fact_that women are not adequately served by the present social security
system. Women and children comprise -almost % of all social security recipients,
and rieedless to say: have an .enorimous stake in the program's future. The time is
long overdiie for Congress to turn.its.attention to the policies and structures of the
social security system which contribute significantly to the economic insecurity that
older womer: face. : - : : .

_ Wonien receive benefits under social Security as workers, spouses, and survivors.
That these benefits are for the most part grossly inadequate results from a combina-
tion of factors; sore_of which are outside the reach of thelegislative proposals that
will be discussed today. .. __ . .

_In general, women saffer under social security, as they suffer in many
of their life, from the assumption that, as women, they are financially dependent on
4 mian who works. to support them and their children: This pervasive; but erroneous
presupiption is reflected in thie natare of the work wormen do and_the compensation
they receive for that work, as well @s the policies of the social security system that
averages zeroes into earnings records for tirie speiit out of the paid work force in
homemaking responsibilities, and provisions that treat divorced women and elderly
widows inadequately. The lack of private pension benefits to the overwhelming ma-
jority of older women, further compounds an already precarious Situation. - -

The result of this is that the average monthly benefit for a retired female worker
was $335. in 1982, compared_to. $450 a month for a_male retiree. For too many
wonien. this represents their total monthly income and their condemnation to living
out their retiremient years in poverty. This translation of the current issues into
hiinian termis vividly Substantiates the urgent need for a major restructuring of the
social security prograti. - E o Ll
" The most attractive long-term proposal, and one that will be given serious consid-
,e,m,;%gn, at-this hearing, is-the. earnings shating. concept. Pure earnings sharing
would d

_ However; one of the most_important is

1 many other pa

would di he amount of social 'security beriefits earned by both spouses during
their marriage. A modified carnings sharing plan, as proposed in the 1979 report.of
the Advisory Council on sacial security would instill greater equity into the benefits
stracture; while providing for a carefully worked out transition period to protect
those women who would receive less under earnings sharing.

It is clear that more work remains. to be done in the development of a sound pro-
posal that is equitable to all social secarity recipients. Qur goal; ho xever, .is clear: to
give each partner in a marriage, whether he or she works; inside or outside the
home, an independent wuge record providing retirement, disability; and survivor's
benefits.
__A thor
they relate to women in the social security system -is iitgently needed, and. these
hearings will contribute greatly toward this effort. However, only through. funda-
mental change will we insure a social security prograra that reflects the realities of
the work lives of American women for both paid and unpaid labor. I thank each of
the withesses for being here today.

'Ms. OAKAR. At this time I would like to submit the prepared
statements of Chairman Roybal and Congressman Biagg1 for the
record. Hearing no objections, so ordered. _ ) '

" [The prepared statements of Chairman Roybal and Represenita-

ouigh and objective reexamination of the goals of adequacy and equity as

tive Biaggi follow:]
PREFARED STATEMENT OF CHatiMaN Epwarp RovsaL

_Lam pleased {o participate in this hearin of the Task Force on Secial Security
and Wome 0o am concerned about the inequities faced by women, and was the

first to co-sponsor the eight bills introduced by Congresswoman Oakar to provide
niore equitaole treatment of women under social security. . ;
_ As Chairman of the House Select Committee on Aging, [ was Happy-to reappoin

Chairman of the House Select Committee on Aging, I was happyto reappoint
Corngresswoman Oakar as the Chair to the Task Force on Social Security and
Women. Ms, Oakar has -proven herself to be a leader and advocate for women's.
rights, especiilly in social security. I can think of no one. rust more to
spearhead the Committee's efforts in this area than the gentlelady 1 Ohio,
+ Since the turn of the centiity, the demographic trend has been toward an increase
in_the older -population, especially aniong women, Only fifty years ago_there were
approximately equal numbers of nien and women in the over 65 age group: By 1980,
however, the proportion of women had grown. to-almost 60 percent of the total popu-
lation over age 65 and 75 percent of the population over age 75: Although the recent




10 .

Social_Seciirity Amendnients did include some limited provisions to improve cover-

" age and benefit protection for selected- groups of women, there are many structural
questions of equity in the system which we need to address. - = - : '
_ We have several distinguished witnesses at this hearing. It is always an honor to
hear Bob Myers; now a private citizen, whose Social Security credentials are unsur-

passed by any living American. It is a particular honor to welcome the distinguished
Senator from my home state; Senator Cranston; who is_the author of the Amend-
ment requiring the Social Security Administration_to develop a worksble plan; and
Senator Glerin from Ohio, the Senior Democratic Member of the Senate Aging Com-
inittee. e o . oL . . i
"Other witnesses include Edith Fierst, who heads a technical workgroup on Social
Security and Women which probably has the most extensive and up-to-date informa-
tion on earnings sharing which currently exists. I believe the Committee will contin-
u;:, to_support the Workgroup's efforts in the future at least as well as we have in
the past. U U
-1 also congratulate the Older Women's League; which_was founded _in_my_home
state, on their recent formation of a Citizen's Council on Earnings Sharing. The
membership of the Council is broad and impressive; = = I
~ Now there is a renewed opportunity to push for needed reform. Section 344 of the
recently passed Social Security Amendments require the Secretary to develop “pro-
posals for earnings sharing legislation” with “specific recommendations . . .-for im
plementation of such proposals”. I expect the Admininstration to be comprehensive
in their approach and not to be confined to simple analysis of pending legislation or
redevelopment of the 1979 HHS report. I hope the Department representative will:
tell us that progress is being made toward a concrete legislative proposal. I am will-
ifig to cooperate with. the Department because it is important to’move. this. effort
from research to reality. If, despite the Secretary's best efforts, a competent product
r
,%Qngreﬁ an ( thank you ag :
mutual objectives of equitable treatment under the law for all Americans will pre-
vail_and I compliment you for your leadership role not only on the Committee, but
in the entire Congress.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE MaARIO BlaGGI

 Mr. Biacal. | am pleased to join at this inaugiiral nieeting of the Select Commit-
tee on Aging's Task Force on Social Security and Women. I look forward to working
together with Chairwoman Oakar on advancing key issues related to bring equity to
women under our Nation's Jargest economic security system. .

The problems that women face in_negotiating_the social security system are as
complex_as they are numerous. The fact of the matter is that we must take a seri-
ous look At this problem now for the problems themselves threaten to grow worse by
the next century. - - - . A
~ Older women have special probleitis as thiey. represent a.growing majority of the

poor in this land of economic epportunity. Social secrity, for this group of women,

does not provide economic opportunity. In fact—it remains that the historical “wage

gap’ faced by women in the workforce translates into smaller benefits upon retire-
ment—the “pension gap.” __ ____ . __
T addition to the so-called pension gap; older women rely heavily upon social se-
clirity to support themselves and their dependents during retirement. A startling 16
~ percent of the 20.5 million women over 65 have social security as_their only source -
of income. Nearly one-third of these women have annual incomes below the poverty
level; most of them are widowed or single. . . . B
~_In sum, we need to address a major-reemphasis of women—not. primarily as de-
ents but as wage earners. In this fashion—social security benefits will ot
e a source of poverty for older women, but instead, will become a right and a

privilege to an_ adequate and ,,,apE,rpp,r,,iété,,iﬁ'Cfdiﬂé, in their retirement years. A
system which perpetuales poverty has no place in a county which prides itself upon

. _..equaljusticeforall. _

— The most important-justice-we-can-guarantee for women-under-social security—is
economic justice. In this sense; it is my-hope that we can work together on this task
force, in a bipartisan fashion, to address the current inequities and inadequacies in
the system and eliminate them once and for all:

 Ms. OAkAR. We have somie additionial statements to submit for

the record and I think that I would like to do that right now: the

statements of the Aééééiétitjﬁ of University Women and the Global
Q
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" Ministries Board—which includes a number of Protestant minis-

tries—will appear at this.point in the hearing record.
' AMERICAN AssOCIATION OF UNIvERsiTY WOMEN,

: ' Washington. D.C., September 21, 1985.
Hon. MarY Rose OAkAR, =
Chair, Task Force on Social Security and Women,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. o
 DkAR Ms. OAkagr: The American Association of University Women, an organiza:
tion of 194,000 college educated women, regards the equitable distribution of Social
Security as an issue of great legislative and social significance. We appreciate the

effort that you as a concerned member of Congress and as Chair of the Task Force
on Social Security and Women; have undertaken in_reviewing the situation of
women under current Social Secuarity law, and in formulating guidelines for future
law that wotld alleviate sorie of the disparities in treatment that negatively affect
womien under the present system. - S T
A key element in this effort to eliminate the discriminatory effect of aspects of
the Social Security law is mandatory earnings sharing. Your. Task Force’s focus on
earnings sharing nas aided the review of the merits av

-

Seciirity and formiilates legislation to remedy the inequities, AAUW urges.you to
work closely with the Department of Health and Human Services to ensure that its
earnings sharing report, as mandated by Congress, provides the necessary informa-
tion_and addresses the questions raised by the Task Force and Congress. :

. The American Association of University Women is studying the various proposals
for earnings sharing. We will withhold_ final determination on this_topic_until we
have had a chance to examine results of forthcoming studies_from_both the public
and- private sectors. In general, however, we see mandatory earnings sharing as an
important principle that mist be incorporated, whether directly or indirectly,”in
future Social Security policy. - Lo - -
__As_a long-range solution, earning s sharing has much to offer the womer of future
generations. The complete phase-in time is twenty to forty years, however, and in-
termittent steps maost be taken to lessen the hardships experienced by the seventeen
riillion women presently receiving Social Security and by women still in the work-
force who will retire hefore earnings sharing is_in. place: In light of this, AAUW
urges the Task Force to tike steps to enact interim measires designed to assist
those now in or nearing retirement.

eliminate the inequities in Social Security will be a source of lively debate in Con-

¢ cknowledges this concern;
however, we also believe that the future hexlth of the Social Security System de-
pends as riich on the equitable treatmernt of men and women under the Social Se-
curity law as on financing.

Sincerely,

Maiy H: PURCELL, President:

This_testimony..is submiitted on. behalf of_the following denominations: Office for
Church in Society, United Church of Christ; Washington Office of the Episcopal
Church Department of- Social and- Ecoriomic Jiistice, The General Board of
Church and Society, United Methodist Chiirch; Washington Office, Presbyterian
Church, USA; National Assembly of Religious Women; American Baptist
Churches; USA; Washington_Office; Unitarian_Uni list Assbciation; and

_ Office of Public Policy; Women'’s Division; United"Methodist Church =

_ A major concern of several members of the recent National Commission on Secial

Seciirity Reform was the inability of the Commission to deal with the inequities for

women existent in-the Social Security System, It is also a major concern of the reli-

imunity. In a recent informational publication

g

_The Judeo-Christian prophetic tradition includes the belief that God stands with .
the. oppressed against a dehumanizing and_destructive social order. This emphasis
oh the protection of the needy was illustrated by the events of Exodus and Sinai. In
the Bxodiis experierice God acted to free the oppressed: At Sinai this understanding

3

[k |

_ )
— ‘.'

: 1 a recent informat (PREPARE) sent to a large
_ interreligious network (IMPACT) these paragraphs appeared under the heading “A
* Heritage of Care’" :
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was enriched with the revelation that God’s newly freed people were commanded to
care for the downtrodden in obedience to His laws of justice and compassion.
. Jesus; building on. the Hebrew tradition, inaugurated His_ministry with a_quota-
tion from lsaiah, *1 have come to preach good news to_the poor . ., setting at liber-
ty those who dare oppressed.” ‘Luke 4:18-18; cf. Isaiah 61:12) Following this teaching
the early Christian chirch i iablished a community in which all things were held
in conimon, with special attesntion given to widows, the elderly, the disabled.
__In our day, the Social Security System.represents our society’s principal commit- -
ment to care for the elderly. Millions of aged &nd disabled persons depend on. Social
Security for the necessities of life. It is a small expression of the earlier faith com-
munitie e_for the needy through the com ithout
Social Security; millions of people would be destitute and many families would be
pulled down into poverty by the responsihility of caring for aging parents. For many
Americans the Social urity System is the main program that stands between
them und grinding poverty. .= . ] o e
“Becdiise the Social Security System was designed in an era when women were
expected to remain at home while men worked outside the home supporting the
family, the provisions of the law reflect assurniptions about sex rolés which are no
longer accurate. - -

—

~ More than.half of all women are now employed, and Society-hias moved a long
way toward accepting the idea that marriage is a partnership. But many laws-and
program h as Social Security) still make women dependent on men. Unwilling-
ness to tackle the difficult task of reforming the System in a new age still results in
serjous inequities.”* . ____ ___

We sapport without equivecation:. ___ ' __ _______ ___ ___ ___ . __ . __

Child .Care Credit, H.R. 2717.—Our concern for children and the family as_well as
wonien lesdds us to the conclusion that women should not be penalized in-the size of
their benefits becaiise they have remained at home to care for children under 6
years of age. - - - - - - -
_ Inheritance of Earnings Credits by Surviving Spouses.—or Surviving. -Divorced
Spouses, HR, 974 and Credit Splitting at Divorce, H.R. 2739.—Both of these pro-
posed laws would affirm ma: iage as a partnership and in many ,',Céééévi?i,"’é women
the_beginnings of Social Security credits to take into the work force. While on the
surface they may seem to be costly in the long run these credits can mean the dif-
ference between earned self sufficiency and dependence upon some kind of public

assistance:

- __ Transition Benefits, H.R. 2745 and Disabled. Widow(ers Under 60, HR. _2743.—

Both of these bills address the double trauma of the loss of a spouse plus the loss of
income. We would prefer to see the Transition.Benefit for a six month. period at
least for spouse not employed outside the Hoirie. We cotild also wish that it might be

limited to widow(er)s who and low income. We recognize the difficulties involved in
bothinstances, . .- - - S
~ We would ask this Task Force and the full Select Committee on Aging to lend
their full support to efforts to extend the receipt of benefits after the October 1 cut-
off date for disability payments until such time as the recipient has gone through
the Administrative Law Judge level of review. .~~~
_ Restoration of the Minimum Social Security Benefit, H.R. 2738 and Elimination of
the Government Offset Provision, H.R. 2740.—These bills represent a vital restora-
tion of benefits to women at lower income levels, many_of whom depend solely on
Sotiil Seciirity or whiose pensions are 5o minimal that to reduce their benefits by
even part of the pension was to bring them near to or below poverty level income.
Earnings Sharing. H.R. 2642.—This concept has been around for much:too. long
without implementation-It has been studied to death. Of all the list.of bills being
considered by this Task Force it is the most important and the most difficult to con-
struct so that it does not adversely affect any group. - S
__As long as women are faced with: lack of pay equity, fewer top echelon jobs in the
private and public sector, sex-based table: '
loss_of benefits_due_to years out of the wc
cause them to choose the usually higher su

sed to set annuity costs and benefits,
force, and dependency rules which
! eir husband’s

_ work record thereby losing all they have paid in as workers; this concept is an abso-

lute necessity: We hope that the final bill will include credits for homemakers as
well. o o P
— We are particularly anxious that the Congressionally mandated earnings sharing
Planis being developed by actuaries within the Social Secarity Administration re-
ceive the Closest scrutiny and review by the Congress:

' PREPARE. National Impact. 100 Maryland Avenue, N.E.. Wahington, D.C.

frb |
o
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We would hope the Longress would be in consultation with senior 'cmzen and
Bvcl)lnieh s groups in particular when deciding on the final form of Earning Sharing

ills.
1In a recent Sunday morning radio_talk Dr. Edward w. Bauman, a_prominent
United Methodist clergymar, likened the situation of women in this period to that -
of the Hebrew nation in Egypt when they were forced to_make bricks without straw:
" These bills encompass reforms which would make the Social Securily System one
.. source of the “straw’’ which would enable women._to build a more sécure-hfe;-———

Ms. Oakar: Thank you very much:. _
. We have a number of Members of Congress. who have asked to
testify today and, with the indulgence of our other witnesses, when
a Member does_come  in, because of the votes and SO On, wWe are

these c1rcumstances We know Senator Glenn is in the audlence
and he will be heard from in a minute and we expect ‘Senator Dole
and Senator Cranston to come. But our first witness is Representa-
“tive Patricia Schroeder who is the Co-Chair of our Women s Issues
Caucus.

_ Pat, as usual we are dehghted to have you before our Task

STATEMENT OF HON. PATRICIA SCHROEDER, REPRESENTATIVE
- FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO

have courageously gone over to the Senate to testlfy on this issue: I
must admit that I have leaned heavily on her expertise because she
really has become an expert on this area.

. As the cochair of the Congressional Caucus on Women's Issues,

"we have a motto_that we try never to forget, and that is “Every

to eat; it’s hard to purchase housmg with or any other such thmg

So many things, as the Chair so adequately stated, have changed

in our society, in our way of life, and it seems that everything has

sentatlve Vandergrlff] has been talking about and the soc1al secu-

rity system came up and how it would have had to have been

really economic rlghts And, as we see the femmlzatlon of poyerty
- growing more and more rapldly every day and a_very 51gn1ficant
part of that fefhinization of poverty being among older women, it is

really-criminal.-There-is-kind-of-an_underlying_notion_in this_soci-.

ety that I have great trouble dealing with and I admit it's because
of my bias of being a woman—but there is kind of a notion that

men age, but women rot and they don'’t really care a whole lot.

You may laugh at_that; but I want to tell you this is a very seri-
ous notion—it's kind of the throwaway mentality. When you look
at our laws, that may be harsh to say, but we really treat women

2
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almost as a throwaway, in many instances, because of our laws and
how they affect people in their older years. e
I must say that the gentlewoman from Ohio and many of you up
here who are meinbers of the caucus have worked hard to get fund-
ing for the caucus to study this issue, to present documentation, to
= testify. I think the background and the ‘documentation and the

' backup has been done and it has beer: done excellently and I am so
delighted to see you now moving forward with an action program
because I think everybody feels that the time has come that we
confront this head on. It is shameful. R
" I am always reminded of Hubert Humphrey’s statement that
“We really should judge a civilization by how it treats people in
the dawn of their life and in the sunset of their life;” and I think
for women in the sunset of their life; we don’t get very high marks.
So I salute you for starting it and look forward to working with
you_on this whole issue. s ‘

Thank you. L ) ]
__Ms. OakaRr: Thank you very mich, Pai, ard we sure share your
views: , - S .

Our next witness is Senator John Glenn, who is the ranking mi- :
nority leader of the Aging Committee on the Senate side: Senator;

we are very happy to have you. [ am glad,” of course, being from
your State, that you have an impeccable record when it comes to
women’s issues. 1 am especially pleased that you are a_leader in
sponsoring the Senate ‘Resolution 431 that establishes the Senate

Fair Employment Relations Board; which is of concern to all of us,
_particularly women who work on the Hill, and all of the other
issues that you have supported, including equal rights.

" Senator, thank you very much for taking the time to join us
today and we welcome your testimony.
STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN GLENN; U.S: SENATOR FROM THE
' STATE OF OHIO

. Senator GLENN: Thank you very much and I do appreciate
having this opportunity to express my support for the goals of your
task force, my hope for, and more importantly. confidence in seeing
them realized: The problems of adequacy and equity under social

security are of particular concern to me as the ranking Democratic
member of the Senate Special Committee on Aging. _ S

" With the enactment of the recent social security legislation
behind us, I think it is time to begin constructive debate of the re-

tirement program’s future promises. Very clearly, there are some

major questions of equity ‘and adequacy regarding a retirement
safety net for American women. . . . . L.

~ Today; 71 percent of our Nation’s elderly citizens living in pover-
ty are women. Elderly women tend to depend more on their social-
security checks than men, while receiving less in benefit payments:

——This results from-a- number -of -factors:-A-very-basic-reaso n_is-that

the present benefit plan dates back to the 1930’s and is structured

" for lifetime families, consisting of what we traditionally know of as
a “breadwinner” and ‘‘dependents”. - - S o
. Consequently, it only works well for a shrinking number of

American women—those whose lifestyles have not changed sub-

18
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15 A
stantially from the 1930’s. The benefit plan does not take into ac-
count today’s high participation in the labor force by women; and

it does not protect against. the frequency or impact of divorce.
" Moreover; it does. not recognize the interchanging roles women
play in our society. While women are no longer likely to be lifelong

- homemakers; neither are they likely to be lifelong wage earners,
and the current plan does not provide for the interrupted work pat-
terns of women associated with childearee. @~ =

In addition; other factors work to darken women’s retirement
years. Both - pay inequity and other forms of job discrimination

reduce retirement protection for women:. Lower wage jobs mean

lower benefit levels. Women are more likely to suffer from age dis-
crimination in employment. and, subsequently, tend to retire early
with permanently reduced benefits: So as a group; they have less
private pension _protection, asset income; and earnings than male -

beneficiaries to supnlement their social security checks.
__You have introduced legislation to change social security’s bene- -
fit structure to an earnings sharing plan where social security cred-

S its would be equally divided for each year of marriage. This is a
proposal I fully support. I believe that earnings sharing is the cor-
rect approach to reforming the social security system.to reflect the

dual roles of many women; both as workers and as homemakers.
Earnings sharing would recognize economic contributions whether

they are made inside or outside the home; treat one- and two-wage

earner couples fairly and equally; and at the same time; improve
protection for divorced spouses and homemakers. It would treat

marriage as an equal partnership for the purposes of social secu-
rity protection. L S

One of the big questions still facing us is the best way to phase in
an earnings sharing plan. The social security solvency legislation
passed by Congress this year requires the Department of Health

and Human Services t> investigate ways of implementing a plan
with a report due next July. I believe that with the guidance of
your task force, the testimony of today's witnesses and the contin-
ued; vigilant involvement of women’s and other citizen’s groups; we
- will reach consensus on earnings sharing.
. Earnings sharing would be a major step forward but it cannot be
- hailed as a cure-all for the fact that many American women today
do not have adequate and fair retirement protection. Both home-

makers and working women bear a number of difficulties in plan-
ning and providing for retirement income through private pension

plans: Men are more likely to have this supplement ‘to their_social
security checks. This is one reason why I have cosponsored S. 888;
the Economic Equity Act, to reform Federal laws governing the for-

mation of pension plans so that they; too; will reflect marriage an
equal partnership and better recognize the work patterns of
women. ... . L ; : -
- In addition to structural legislative changes in social security

—————and-other retirement plans, we must also continue to address the -
problems of ray inequity and other forms of job discrimination so
often experienced by women. We all know that one major step we
can take in ending discrimination against women in this country is
through ratification of the proposed equal rights amendment to the
Constitution:

13
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Thank you very much for this opportunity to.state my views and,
as ranking Democratic member of the Senate Special Committee
on Aging; I certainly look forward to working with you on the issue
of providing adequate, equitable protection for women_ under social
security. We will be doing work on_the Senate side on this same
issue and we look forward to working with you.

Thank you very much: S

Ms. OaxAr. Well, thank you very much, Senator, for. your very
strong statement of support for not only this issue; but other issues
related to justice for women. Because of your schedule and that of

other members’; we. won't ask you questions: I think your state-
ment said it all. I appreciate your being here vers much.
I would like to call on the minority leader, hovrever; at least; for
his expression of sentiment.

Mr. DAUB. Senator we appreciate you taking time to be here as
~well and I have followed your work on the Special Select Commit-
tee on Aging in the Senate and you have added a great deal to our

beginning effort here to take a good look at women's problems
within the social security program. So thank you for your time.

Senator GLENN. Thank you-.I appreciate the opportunity to
appear very much: L

Ms: Oakag. Thank you very much, John:

Senator GLENN. Thank you:

Ms Oakar: Our next witness is Senator Bob Doie, who was a

member of the President’s National Commission on Social Security
Reform. - ‘

" Senator Dole; we would like to have you come up to give your

‘testimony and, Senator, I and other Members are especially grate-

ful that you are having hearings, we understand, on the Women’s
Economic Equity Act as well. We think that is -another priority
that we would like to see follow through. So_we are very, very
grateful for your leadership on this issue and other issues:.

Thank you so much for being here. p

Senator DoLe. Thank you: .
 Mr. Daus. Let me welcome you as well. To my good friend and
Kansas neighbor, we appreciate your taking time to join us this
morning and we will look_forward to the.remarks that you will
contribute, having a distaff combination, which as well gives us
great hope for the hearings which you are now holding on the Eco-

-nomic Equity Act in the Senate.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR RGBERT DOLE, U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF KANSAS, ACCOMPANIED BY CAROLYN WEAVER,
PROFESSIONAL STAFF MEMBER, SENATE FINANCE COMMIT-
TEE :

_ Senator DoLe. Before beginning niy testimony, I would like to

recognize "Carolyn Weaver. She dous all of our work in the social

security area on the Senate Finance Committee. Also I would like

these days as the husband of Elizabeth and that’s where they end -

the introduction: So I am pleased to be recognized in my own right

this morning. e
Ms. OAkAR. We 4re not sexist on this committee.
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_Senator Dotg. 1 would like to have my full statement placed in
the record and then just touch on a few points. As everyone Lere
knows; there are some very Serious problemms and Soire inequities

in the present social security system. These were not resolved by

the recommendations of the President’s National Commission on
Sacial Security Reform or by Congress in the recent financing legis-

lation. To understand why, it is important to recall that we as the
President’s Commission; as many here know, were on the verge of
collapse—I mean, we reached the point that we had decided not to
have our last session because we just couldn’t get together on a
compromise financing package. These were different parties; differ-
ent philosophies, and different things we thought we ought to do to

restore the solvency of social security: It was only when the Speak-

er and the President became involved and sort of rescued the Com-
mission from itself that we did, at least temporarily, vote to sustain

social security. And it was a vote to sustain_social security_pretty
much in the form it was. We did not, unfort' .ately; address a

number of the issues raised not only by you, vut by others con-

cerned about the equity of social security for women. It was not our
intent to disregard those issues—but dealing with the critical fi-
. nancing problem simply consumea all of our time and energies.

I would say that in our committee we are not holling hearings
on.S: 888; S. 19; and other areas that affect pension equity. We are
going to be marking up those bills very soon. We have been work-

ing closely with different groups to make certain that we are doing
enough while not going so far that we may not be able to pass the .
legislation and run into some othei complication.

I believe that because of the activity of this task force; and just a

lot of other things happening in the Congress and; frankly; primar-
ily outside the Congress, there is a growing recognition of not only

the need but also_the willingness to face up to some of these issues
in the Congress of the United States. o , )

. So I certainly commend the Chair and the others who are here
this morning: e ‘ S o .
I would like to highlight a couple of areas that I think need
focus. As I have indicated, increasingly, the treatment of women
under social security is becoming a focus of public attention. And
no wonder. The basic structure of the system whereby benefits are
paid to workers upon retirement and to their wives and widows as
presumed dependents was establisned nearly a half century ago.
The system was consistent with the pattern of family relationships
that was prevalent at that time—families in which marriages
lasted a lifetinie; women were mothers and homemakers and men
were the source of economic support. .
~ But there have been some profound changes—and 1 will only
touch on a few—in the last 20 to 30 years. In 1960 23 million

women_ were in _the labor force, or about 38 percent of their ranks’

Today the number of women in the labor force is more than twice

that, amounting to 53 percent of adult women. In the decade of

1968 to 1978 the number of traditicnal families in which only the
husband worked in: paid employment actually declined by 4.1 mil-
iion while the number of dual earner families rose by 4% million,
or about 25 percent.

39
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‘Today both the husband and wife work in paid employment in
51 percent of all marriages; as compared to 1920 when 9 percent of
the marriages could be characterized in that way; 8% million chil-
dren under 6, or about 44 percent of all children, have mothers in
the labor force: I e

The marriages of 1 in 3 women, ages 26 to 40, are expected to

end in divorce. Whereas in 1940, six marriages occurred for each

divorce, there were just two marriages for each divorce by 1975, Be- .

tween 1970 and 1981 the divorce rate more than doubled, climbing

from 47 per 1,000 married couples to 109. As for women maintain-
ing_households, that number has doubled in the past two decades—
and I am not_telling members of this task force anything they don’t
know—but it’s gone from 4% million in 1960 to 9.7 million in 1982.
Todsay 1 oiit of 6 of the Nation’s families are headed by a woman
and 19.7 million children; 20 percent in all, live with one parent. In
90 percent of these cases that parent is the mother. I could go on
and on with statistics, but I will put the remainder in the record.

My point is simply this: There has been a dramatic change in the

role of women in our society and economy and we have not met

that change: That is a challenge we have. It’s not a partisan chal-
lenge. It's not a Republican or Democratic challenge. It's a chal-
lerige that we should face in a bipartisanor nonpartisan way.
As 1 indicated, we have made some legislative headway in the
social security financing bill. In that bill benefit adequacy was im-
proved for widows, divorced wives, and disabled widows, as recom-
mended by the National Commission on Social Security Reform. A
number of us on the National Commission, and I think the great
majority; would have liked to have gone further in these areas, but

it was generally agreed that the urgency and the enormity of the
financing problem made_that impossible. It is worth noting that
this was an agreement with my friend, Martha Keyes, former Con-
gresswoman from Kansas and Mary Falver Fuller, another

member of the Commission. ..

, Other changes improving the treatment of women under social -

security-were also included in the bill: The public pension offset,
for instance, enacted in 1977, was liberalized in iecognition of its
potentially severe impact on lower income women who entered the
work force or returned to work late in life. T
_ In addition, there was the Senate amendment that Senator
Glenn just referred to, which was included in the bill; that calls for
a study by the Department of HHS on the feasibility of implement-
ing proposals for earnings sharing: This study is due to be complet-
ed by July 1. It is my hope that we can have it much earlier so
that we can begin comprehensive hearings in our committee and
certainly in the Ways and Means Committee. '

Again, I say in the most candid way I can, we are going to take.

action to modernize social security—to update the system to reflect

today's pattern of family and work relationships. Whether they are
Democratic proposals, Republican proposals or, better yet, biparti-

§an proposals, you are going to see movement in the Congress™And
reforms are going to cost some money. It will be necessary to make

adjustments in social security in order to pay for some to the bene- .

fit changes that are long overdue. A well-financed system, obvious-
ly is essential for the Nation's elderly. But when there is a will

22
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there is a way and it seems to me that we are now looking in that
direction. - - S
~ So once again, I thank this distinguished committee and this task
force for the hearings. I note that you have some outstanding wit-
nesses who really understand the problem who will be testifying

' * following those of us in €ongress whc¢ think we understand the
problem. o o S
I appreciate very n:.uch this opportunity to appear before the
task force. Thank you. e

' ¢ [The prepared statement of Senator Dole follows:]

~ PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR DoLE

. 1 commend the Chair of the Task Force on Social Security and Women for holding
today's hearing. There ‘may be sdme who hold the viev: that when Congress acted to
shore up _the financing of. the ailing retirement system; the_job_of social security

reform was complete; but as_this hearing will surely highlight—at least. in the area
of wamen'’s equity—the job has just begun. The headway made.in the Social Seci-
rity Amendments of 1983 was necessarily limited.- More comprehensive reform pro-
posils, such as those introduced by the-chair of this task force, now warrant careful
; consideration. The adequacy of benefits for divorced and widowed spouses, the .
* equity of benefits for two-earner couples, and the financial viability of the system
under various reform proposals must each be assessed. Given the vital_role played
by social security tin the provision of income security to women of all ages; the con-
cerns raised today will be an_important part of the women's equity issues that Con-
gress will be grappling with in the months and years ahead: . . - -
Increasingly; the treatmierit of women under social security is becoming a. focus of
public attention. And rio wonder! The basic_striictiire of the system, wheréby bene-
fits are paid to workers upon retirement and to their wives and widows as presumed
dependents, was established nearly a half ceniury ago. The system was consistent
with a pattern of family relatiorships that was prevaleni at the time—families in
which marriages lasted a lifeti:ne, women were mothers and homemakers; and men
were the source of economicsupport. _ . . . o
__But; profound changes have taken place in the role of women in the work place
and in the pattern of family relationships; especially during the last 20 to 30 years:
This can be highlighted by a few statistics:

WOMEN IN THE WORK FORCE
_ In 1960, 23 million women were in the labor force or about 38 percent of their
ranks. Today; the_number of women in the labor force is more than twice that;
amounting to 53 percent of adult women. . . N : R
. In the decade 1968-78; the number of “traditional” families; in_which only the
husband worked in paid employment, actially declined (by 4.1 million), while the

Today, both the husband and wife work in paid employment in 51 percent of all
marriages, as compared to 1920, when 9 percent of marriages could be characterized
in that way. .

WOMEN AS WORKING MOTHERS

The 8% million children under 6, or about 44 percent of all such children, have

mothers in the labor force.
@ MARRIAGE AND DIVORCE

The marriages of 1 in 3 women age 26-40 are expected to end in divorce:

Whereas_in 1940; Six marriages occurred for each divorce, there were just two
marriages for each divorce by 1975: : - S —

.. - -Between 1970 and. 1981, the divorce rate iore_than doubled, climbing from 47 per -
1,000 married couples to 109.
WOMEN A8 HEADS OF HOUSEHOLDS

mber of women maintaining families on their own has more than doubled

ast two decades; from 4.5 million in 1960 to 9.7 million in 1982.

|
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iilies are headed by a Woman. - - - ;
in all; live with one parent; in 90 percent of

Today; 1 out of 6 of the Nation's fami
_The 19:.7 miilion children, 20 percent
these cases, that parent is the mother.

WOMEN AS BENIOR CITIZENS :

_ Whereas half of the elderly population was female .in: 1940, women account for
about 61 percent of the elderly population today. Most elderly women are widows:
" The gap between male and female life expectancy at age 65, only 1% years in
1940;_ has. increased to 4% years today, and is projected to continue rising in the
decadesahead. . . . L ___

_ 'The. statistics go"on and on; but_one conclusion_stands out. Women are now an
important part of the paid work force at the same time they are an important
source of economic security for their families and for themselves. It should come as

no surprise that there is broad support for critically reexamining the impact of the

social seécurity system on women—whether s homemakers, as employees; or as

" both—and for taking legislative action where fiecessary to remedy Inequities and in-

adequacies.
. SOME HEADWAY ALREADY MADE

Somie legislative headway; albeit limited;, was made in_the recently enacted fi-
nancing bill, the social security amendments of 1983. In that bill, benefit edequacy
was improved for widows, divorced wives, and disabled widows, as recommended by
the National Commission on Social .Security Reform. A number of us.on the nation-
al commission would have liked to have gone further in these zreas; but it was gen-
erally agreed that the urgency and eriormity of the financing problem made that
impossible in the limited time available. It is worth roting, I believe, that the need
to limit the bill to only the four changes we recommended was supported by the.two
women on the National Commission, Martha Keys, former Congresswoman from
Kansas, and Mary Falvey Fuller._____ . _ . _ -
_ Other. changes improving the treatment of women under social security were also
ificliided .in the bill: The public pension offset; for instance; enacted in 1977, was lib-
eralized in recognition of its potentially severe imract on lower income women who
entered the work force or returned to work late in life. In addition; 1 Senate amend-
ment which was incliuded. in the.bill calls. for.a study by the Department of Health

and Human Services on the feasibility of implementing proposals for earnings shar-
ing. It is my hope that this study, due to be completed by July 1; 1984; can serve as
the basis for comprehensive hearings in the Finance Commiittee next summer on
social security and the treatment of women. - - - .

There it no denying that cost will be a concern whenever reform-of social security
is mentioned. A well financed system is absolutely essential for all of our Nation's
elderly: Eut where there is.a will, there is a way. Additional financing can either be

provided or else program changes can be made effective after 1990, when, the real
fifiaticifij; crunch in the retirement system is expected to have passed. Modifications
designed -to. update the system to reflect the role of women in today’s society can
and sho.ild be considered. .. .. .. ... o
" Once again, I thenk the distinguished Chair of the Task Force on Social Security
and Women for organizing this hear’np. o )

_ Ms: O+kar: Senator; as you know; we feel you are a key persn,
having that budgetary control in the Senate. To hear your commit-

ment moving this along is. very, very heartening and I want to
thank you very much for being here.

Mr. Daub, would you like to—- -

Ms: FeErraro: Will the Chair yield?

Ms. OARAR. | will be happy to yield. S
~ Ms. FERrARO. | just wanted to also express.my appreciation; Sen-
ator; for your appearance here today as well as for the fact that

yiou will be holding hearings on the Economic Equity Act. I know

that you are not-yet a cosponsor and I-would-hope-that-after the- -

hearings you will realize how important that bill is and that you
will join us. :

" Your appearance here today is not only important in your posi-

tion as chair of the Senate Finance Committee and as the distin-
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guished husband of a distinguished Secretaryl but also I would

hope that it is an indication of the support that we can expect from
the administration on these bills, as they affect the economic
equity of women throughout this couutgy
c{1 again, really want to voice my appreciation for your being here
today
Senator Dore. I must say, not in a defensive way, that I don’t
cosponsor. as many bills as I once did. I find that as chair of the

Finance Committee you may get iocked in somewhere and you

have to be =able to compromise and work things out with your col-
leagues. I believe we will; in the end, report out a very sound piece
of legislation that will have broad support in our committee.

Ms. FErraRO..I am delighted to hear that. Thank you;

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Daub.
~ Mr: Daus: I want to just simply say that on behalf of the minor-
ity and; more especially myself personally; your leadership on all of
these issues is most appreciated. 1 happen to support the equal
rights amendment.. .

Senator DoLE. ] do, too. _

~Mr. Daus. I think it is a principal cause that should be biparti-

san. I also think; that as you take the leadership in holding hear-
ings, even though you may not be a cosponsor of a particular piece

of leglslatlon, it gives us all the more hope that things will not get
bottled up; as they sometimes do here in the Holise. We apprec1ate
the Senate’s leadership very much and your leadershin in particu-
lar. Thank you.

“Senator DoLe: And I support ERA, biit again, I am ot a cospor-
sor. I don’t think that really is the indication of support. Some-
times you get to the point where you need a mediator. I am not in
that business, but I have been working at it for the past couple of
years. Sometimes you win, sometimes you lose, but there has got to
be someone around in_both parties that is willing to give a little
bit. You can’t always have your way in the. leglslatlve Process,. as
we all know. Some people gao off and sulk and won’t play unless it's
just like they want it. But I don't really think it is going to happen
that way in this area. Those wha don’t listen to the women these
days won't be around to listen in_10 years.

Ms. FerraARo. Bless you, Senator.’

Ms. OakaR. Thank you, Senator.

We are very pleased that Mr. Boucher and Mr. Gekas are here to

Join. us. Would you gentlemen like to have an opening statement?

Mr. BoucHER. I have no statcinent. Thank you, Madam Chair-

man. -

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Gekas,
Mr. Gekas. I just wanted to ask Mr. Dole 1f he is going to let us

testify at his hearings:
Laughter.]
Ms. Oakar. We'll try. I am sure he Wlll
Senator Cranston will be here; who is the ma_]or sponsor of our

" legislatior; on the Senate side, but we will €6 on to our panel now. ~

We are very happy to have some of the finest women’s organiza-
tions represented here today—Maxine Forman,; director of policy
analysis, for WEAL [the Women’s Equity Action League]; Alice

Quinlan, who is Government relations director; the Older Women'’s

_ 1
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League; Judy Schub, who is the director of public policy for the Na-

tional Federation of Business and Professional Women’s Clubs; Inc.
~ We are really delighted that you fine spokespeople for this issue
can be here. Maxine, we would be happy to have you begin: You

may submit your testimony for the record, if you would like, and

proceed in whatever way is most comfortable. Thark you.

PANEL ONE—CONSISTING OF MAXINE FORMAN, DIRECTOR OF
POLICY ANALYSIS, WOMEN'S EQUITY ACTION LEAGUE; ALICE

QUINLAN, GOVERNMENT RELATIONS DIRECTOR; OLDER
WOMEN'S LEAGUE; JUDY SCHUB; DIRECTOR UF PUBLIC
' POLICY; NATIONAL FEDERATION OF BUSINESS AND PROFES-
SIONAL WOMEN'S CLUBS; INC.
. STATEMENT OF MAXINE FORMAN
_Ms. Forman. Thank you. My name is Maxin2 Forman and I am
pleased to be here today, representing the views of the Women's
Equity Action League: - o o
Representative Oakar, we are well aware that if it were not for
your commitment to making social security more responsive to the

concerns of women, we would not be feeling the spark of optimism
that we are feel.ng today. Your work has helped to show that
social security is, indeed, a women’s issue: Clearly; more individ-
uals need to_recugnize how. important social security is to women
and how profoundly the system affects their lives.

In fact, most people think that the typical social security recipi-
ent is an elderly male; with several sources of retirement income

and a full work life of average or high earnings behind him. The
truth is that women and children are almost two-thirds of all social

security recipients. And women are 60 percent of the elderly re-
ceiving social security. . - - ,

A number of people have expressed concern that women'’s groups
are. fostering bad feelings about the social security system and are
undermining the system’s popularity, so to speak. That is not
WEAL’s goal:. We know the system is the best, the only thing
women have right now. In fact, it has a few features without which
women would be even poorer, but we also know ther
improvement: ) s
A question we hear over and over again from women wha some-
times see their disadvantaged status as an individual problem is,

e is 'room for

“Does _the social security system veally discriminate against
women?”’ We answer, “In_effect, yes, social security laws are the
same for both sexes; but women more than men are disadvantaged
under the system.” . . - — -

" For example, a worker can receive a social security benefit oniy

if she works for 40 quarters; the equivalent of 10 years and pays
social security taxes. Because women’s employment patterns and
homemaking responsibilities differ from those of men, women may
‘not meet the number of years in covered employment to qualify for
benefit as a worker. - - -~ . .. . :
A woman who does qualify for workei’s bernefits receives an ade-
quate or substantial benefit only if she works at average or high-

paying jobs for a full work life, with fewer than 5 years out of the
work force. But women continue to receive substantially lower

wages than men, and women, more than men; take time out to
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care for children or elderly or disabled dependents: For every year
over 5 spent_this way, a zero is averaged into a woman’s wage

record, lowering her benefit for life: Men usually drop the 5 lowest
earning years, while women rarely do. They have already used
their 5 drop-out years for time spent in dependentcare. =~
. A worker is eligible for disability benefits only if she worked 5 of
the previous 10 years at the onset of disability. Women often

cannot. pass_this recency of work test because they are out of the

labor force for more than 5 years for homemaking responsibilities.
When these women reenter the labor force, they must begin all
over again to meet the 5-year requirements:. -~ = = . .

Disabled widows must meet a tougher test than disabled workers

to qualify for social security disability benefits. The test considers
medical factors; but ignores age; education and work experience.
Disabled workers who cannot work in paid employment are eligible
for benefits but benefits are provided to widows only if they are
unable to do any productive activity; and 98 percent of disabled
widow_ and widower beneficiaries are women. The stricter defini-

tion of disability leaves many elderly women unable to qualify for
disability benefits. = =
- _Consider the following scenario which illustrates the unfairness
of the current social security system to a young; divorced woman.
A woman marries at age 22 after 4-years of paid work and remains
at home for 8 years caring for children: She divorces at age 31 after
a 9-year marriage. Not having worked long enough to earn eligibil-
ity as a worker yet and not having been married for 10 years to
qualify for a spouse benefit; she finds herself with two preschoolers;
no _marketable skills or recent work experience, and not 1 cent,

either as a spouse or a worker guaranteed toward a social security
retirement benefit. e ] . o .

.. Yet she performs unpaid homemaking services for 8 years, free-
ing her husband te work in paid employment to contribute to the
system and to be fully credited. for himself to that system.

Now, assume that. the same woman is successful in finding child
care and in reentering the work force so that she can build up a
social security record as a worker. She already has three zeros on

her earnings record; will not be able to drop her 5 lowest earning
years because she already dropped 5 of her no-earning years and,
in addition; because of her new status as a covered worker under

N

social security; she is neither insured for disability nor for surviver .

benefits for her children urtil she works for the nuiber of years

required for eligibility. Clearly, a seemingly neutral system can
have a disparate impact.

A problem we get letters about all of the time is dual entitle-
ment. A woman is entitled to receive retirement benefits on either
her husband’s wage record as a spouse or her own. A husband’s

work record can provide a benefit up to 50 percent of his. In many
cases, a woman’s work benefit is so low she receives the higher
spouse benefit, an amount no greater than what she would have re-
ceived anyway without working outside the home and contributing
social security taxes. :

_If her own worker benefit is greater than her spouse benefit, it is
often not greater by much, as a result of low wages and zeros aver-
aged in for years out of the work force. More and more women

Fa
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resent paying social security taxes for 10 years only to receive the
spouse benefit or a bit more in their own worker benefits.
" The problems regarding the status -of women _under social Secu-
rity require carefully crafted solutions. In WEAL's view, -preferred
proposals for change would be those which recognize the economic
value of dependent care and homemaking to a marriage and pro-
vide each individual with an independent portable earnings record.
" For the future, that is; for people retiring about the turn_of the
century_we support the concept of marriage as a partnership of
equals. That is, earnings sharing. But we also. urge adoption of pro-
posals that could help elderly. women who will be receiving benefits
before a partnership notion could be fully implemented. U

In. general, we urge caution about proposals that are without
adequate transition periods. Without such periods, people’s plans
and expectations can be seriously disrupted: Also we would be |
against proposals which would result in reduced benefits for people
who already have low benefits under the current systeni.

In 1979 theAdvisory Council on social security spent a good pro-
portion of its Yeliberations discussing social security and women. I

would briefly like to review a few proposals which have continued
to be discussed as policy options:

Childcare dropout years. The Council considered but did not rec-
ommend it because it was not cost effective: This is a plan to allow
persons caring for young children additional dropout years, cur-
rently five. Such a proposal would have improved the benefit levels
of certain categories of women. The proposal would vary in cost de-

pending on the number of additional dropout years and factors re-
lating to earnings and periods of employment. - . -

~ WEAL urges reconsideration of additional dependent care drop-
out years to determine how such a plan might be coordinated with
other more comprehensive plans, such as earnings sharing.

" Another proposal deserving of careful review, either by itself or
in coordination with earnings sharing is the one that would modify

the special minimum benefit now awarded to long-term, low-wage
workers. This is one which Representative Oakar has in her com-
prehensive package of bills. It would allow"credit for up to 10 child-
care years and increase the number of years counted toward the

special minimum benefit from 30 to 35. The proposal would raise

benefits for women who worked many years for low wages and .

have had gaps for childcare responsibilities. This would help.about
20 percent of retired women and about. 5 pencgpprof retired men.

 The proposal considered by the Advisory Colincil a5 the most
promising approach for the treatment of women was earnings shar-
ing. The 1981 report of the National Commission on social security,
however, did not adopt the 1979 Advisory Cotricil’s recommenda-
tion for a modified earnings sharing plan. - I

" The Commission held that_the plan reduced bernefits for some in-
dividuals while raising benefits for others. In addition, it would not
help elderly women divorced before the plan’s implementation.
Last, the Commission felt it would cost too mich to guarantee
widow’s benefits at least as large as under current law: -
" But as recently as 1983 earnings sharing was once again singled

out as a promising approach to the concerns of women. First, in’

the minority report of the National Commission on Social Security

28
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Reform and soon after by the 1983 Social Securlty Amendments.

The new law-mandated the Department of Health and Human

Services ‘to ‘develop plans on- the-implementation;-impact-and-cost - -

of various earnings sharing proposals. -
Earnings sharing is a system which views marriage as an eco-
nomic partnérship and bases social security berefits on earnings

records shared equally between spouses. for each year. of the ‘mar-

ing before and after the marriage plus half of the shared earnings
during the marriage: In this way, unpaid work in the home and
paid work outside the home are valued equally w1th1n the econom-
ic unit. __
~In spec1fied events such as ret1rement d1vorce, or dlsablhty, the
benefits could be based on shared earnlngs Clearly—I agree with
Senator Glenn when he says that ‘“Earnings sharlng would work
best if accompanied by equal pay between the sexes.” I would like
to add -the elimination of job segregation and the availability of
good, affordable care for children and dependent elderly.

While earnings sharing models treat marriages as an economic

partnership, they may differ in ways including, but not limited to,

-the following: Whether sharing is mandatory or voluntary; when

and how sharing should take place; the treatment. of elderly and
other widow and widowers; the treatment of disabled individuals;
the treatmernt of children of retired, disabled, or deceased individ-

uals, the 1ength_797f7 tﬁhe”transrtmn _period between the current
costs to the system

Now; if I could just run through a few examples of some thlngs
in current law and how they might be changed in earnings shar-

. ing, I will be finished:

Under current law a woman is penahzed for _years. spent at home
in_child reating and homemaking responsibilities for every year
over 5 that she is out of the work force. If 10 years of earnings are
not accumulated, the woman is not entitled to social security bene-

fits based on her own earnings:

_ Under earnings sharing a married woman who leaves the labor
force will continue to receive earnings tredit from her husband’s
income. Upon reentermg the labor force, the woman’s earnings are
added to the couple’s total earnings, income,” providing her with

portable social security protectlon between the labor market and

unpald work. .
Under current law, homemakers are not entitled to d:sablhty

beneﬁts It they have not participated in the labor market for 5 out
of the previous 10 years to their disability. Under earnings sharing

each individual has his or her own wage record, regardless of par-
ticipation in the labor market. Full-time homemakers could be eli-
gible for digability benefits based on shared credits.

Under current law, social security benefits are inadequate for di-

vorced women. These benefits were intended to supplement.a hus-

band’s benefit and are too meager to maintain a separate house-
hold, In_addition, a marriage must last 10 years for a spouse to be
eligible for her benefits.

. Under earnrngs sharing; a_divorced spouse would be _entitled to
half the earnings credits during a marriage thus providing the di-

29
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vorced wife with an earnings record that she can build on after the
divorce with her own labor market work. The 10-year marriage re-
quirement would be eliminate , e
Under current law, élderly widows receive very low social-secu-————
rity benefits. Under earnings sharing widows could inherit the
total earnings credit.accumulated by the couple during their mar-
riage; thereby providing a higher social security benefit in most
cases and more financial stability in later years. S
 Under current law, families of deceased women are not eligible
for benefits if the woman has not participated in _the labor force
long enough. Under earnings sharing, a deceased woman’s family
could receive benefits based on her earnings credit accumulated
during her marriage. Under current law; a two-earner couple may
receive lower monthly retiremernt benefits than a one-earner

couple with the same total earnings. Under earnings sharing, the.
total income of the couple is computed for each spouse’s social secu-

rity benefits -based on one-half the total income, -regardless of
whether the couple has one or two earners.

As WEAL’s representative to the Technical Committee on Social

Security Reform, a group of individuals which has been working ...
with the Urban Institute to develop an earnings sharing model and
simulate its effects, I can attest to the complexity of this issue and

the perseverance this project has required. =~ , o

The committee has begun to resolve some hard guesticns, which
you will hear about later and has often raised two or three ques-
tions for every one we have resolved: Our meetings have been at-
tended by advocates as well as technical experts, including experts’

from the Department of Health and Human Services, which has
been mandated to address the issue of earnings sharing. :

 We would welcome the opportunity to testify again on social se-
“curity and women when both the Technical Committee and ‘HHS
have completed their work. At that time we will be able to point to
the data and document our position on the advantages and disad-
vantages of specific earnings sharing models. =~
" We are grateful to Representative Oakar and Senator Cranston

for their legislative initiatives on earnings sharing and their hard

work in keeping the concept alive in the public policy arena.
Thank you for the opportunity to share WEAL'’s views.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Forman follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT oF MAXINE FORMAN, DirecTor oF Ponicy ANaLysis; WOMEN'S
Equity AcTiON LEAGUE

e REPRESENTATIVE- OAKAR: -MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE; I AM PLEASED TO
BE HERE TODAY REPRESENTING THE VIEWS OF THE WOMEN'S EQUITY ACTION

z

LEAGUE (KNOWN AS WEAL:)

FOUNDED IN 1968, WEAL IS A NATIONAL NONPROFIT ORGANIZATION SPE-
' CIALIZING N WOMEN'S ECONOMIC ISSUES THROUGH RESEARCH, EDUCA1ION

WELL AWARE THAT IF 1T WERE NOT FOR YOUR INTEREST IN SOCIAL SECURITY,
YOUR COMMITMENT TO MAKE IT MORE RESPONSIVE TO THE CONCERNS OF WOMEN;
~  AND YOUR PERSISTENCE IN BRINGING THESE CONCERNS TO THE ATTENTION OF THE
PUBLIC AND YOUR CGLLEAGUES; HE WOULD NOT BE FEELING THE SPARK OF .OPTI-
MISM THAT WE ARE FEELING TODAY:
YOUR WORK HAS HELPED TO SHOW THAT SOCIAL SECURITY 1S INDEED A

TANT SOCIAL SECURITY IS TO WOMEN AND HOW PROFOUNDLY THE SYSTEM AFFECTS
THEIR LIVES: )
IN FACT, MOST PEOPLE THINK THAT THE TYPICAL SOCIAL SECURITY RECIPI-

ENT IS AN ELDERLY MALE WITH SEVERAL RESOURCES OF RETIREMENT INCOME AND

A FULL HORKLIFE OF'AVERAGE OR HIGH EARNINGS BEHIND HIM: THE.TRUTH IS

805 15th Street N Suite 822, Washington, DC 20005 (202) 638-1961
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THAT WOMEN AND CHILDREN ARE ALMOST TWO-THIRDS OF ALL SOCIAL SECURITY

RECIPIENTS. (MEN COMPRISE THE REMAINING 35 PERCENT.) WOMEN ARE 60
PERCENT 6F THE ELDERLY RECEIVING SOCIAL SECURITY:

DESPITE THE EXISTENCE OF SOCIAL SECURITY ELDERLY WOMEN REMAIN POOR

WOMEN RECEIVE SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS AS WORKERS WIVES, AND
SURVIVORS UNDER THE SOCIAL SECURITY SYSTEM IN ALL THREE CATEGORIES.

o

THEIR BENEFITS ARE VERY LOW. IN APRIL, 1982, THE AVERAGE MONTHLY
SENEFIT FOR A RETIRED WOMAN. WORKER WAS $355, AS COMPARED WITH $432

FOR MEN; SPOUSES AVERAGED $196, WHILE WIDOWS RECEIVED §3511" IN GENERAL
WOMEN'S LOW SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS CAN BE ATTRIBUTED T0 -LOW WAGES
RESULTING FROM A LIFETIME OF DIS"RIMINATION IN EDUCATION AND EMPLOYMENT.

TIME SPENT OUT OF THE PAID WORK FORCE BECUASE OF HOMEMAKING RESPONSI-

BILITIES, AND PROVISIONS THAT TREAT DIVORCED WOMEN AND ELDERLY WOMEN
INADEQUATELY. ACTUARIAL REDUCTIONS FOR TAKING BENEFITS BEFORE THE AGE
OF 65 ALSO PLAY A PART IN DECREASING WUMEN s MONTHLY CHECKS.

AS LOW AS WOMEN'S BENEFITS ARE, THEYAARE_QFTEN THE PRIMARY OR SOLE
SOURCE OF INCOME. FOR MOST WOMEN, A HISTORY OF LOW OR NO EARNINGS WORKS
AGAINST BUILDING A NEST EGG TO SUPPLEMENT MEAGER SOCIAL SECURITY BENE-
FITS. 1IN ADDITION, FEW WOMEN RECEIVE PENSIONS; EITHER AS WORKERS OR
SURVIVORS--AND WHEN THEY DO THE AMOUNTS ARE SMALL. ONLY 10 PERCENT OF
WOMEN AGED 65 AND OLDER RECEIVED BENEFITS FROM PRIVATE PENSION PLANS IN
1980, AS COMPARED WITH 27 PERCENT OF MEN OVER 652 WOMEN RECEIVED A

MEDIAN INCOME OF ONLY $1,400 FROM PRIVATE PENSION PLANS BASED ON EITHER

THEIR OWN WORK EXPERIENCE OR AS SURVIVORS OF WORKING SPOUSES? FOR MEN.

THE MEDIAN INCOME WAS $3, 0004 THE MEDIAN ANNUAL INCOME FOR Att WOMEN

GVER THE AGE OF 65 FROM ALL SOURCES (I:E. EARNINGS; INTEREST FROM ASSETS.
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PENSIONS, AND SOCIAL SECURITY) WAS ONLY $4,757, AS COMPARED WITH

$8,173 FOR MEN®

IT IS NOT SURPRISING; THEN, THAT THE 1981 POVERTY RATE FOR ELDERLY

? ¥ RATE FOR ELDER

WOMEN WAS HIGHER THAN FOR THE OVER-65 POPULATION IN GENERAL--18.6 PER-
. CENT; AS COMPARED WITH 15.3 PERCENT® 1T IS ALSO NOT SURPRISING THAT
9 .

THE LOSS OF A HUSBAND CAN SEND AN ELDERLY WOMAN MORE DEEPLY INTO POVERTY
BECAUSE THE EVENT OFTEN SIGNALS THE END OF EARNINGS OR PENSIONS. ONLY
22 PERCENT OF ELDERLY WIDOWS RECEIVE RETIREMENT BENEFITS OTHER THAN
SOCIAL SECURITY/ ONLY 14 PERCENT OF UNMARRIED ELDERLY WOMEN HAVE EARN-
- NINGS OF THEIR OWN; AND ONLY 28 PERCENT OF THOSE WITH EARNINGS WORK
| FULLTIMES CF ALMOST 16 MILLION WOMEN OVER THE AGE OF 65, ONLY 6.1
MILLION (38 PERCENT) ARE MARRIED. 8.1 MILLION ARE WIDOWED, 900,600
WERE NEVER MARRIED; AND 695;200 ARE SEPARATED OR DIVORCED® OF THESE
9.7 MILLION UNMARRIED WOMEN GVER THE AGE OF 65, ABOUT 6.7 MILLION (OR
42 PERCENT OF ALL WOMEN OVER THE AGE OF 65) LIVE ALONE OR WITH BNQEEATEB
ADULTSO  (ELDERLY WOMEN, WHO HAVE AN 18-YEAR LIFE EXPECTANCY AT AGE 65,
" SELDOM REMARRY AND OFTEN REMAIN ALONE FOR THE REMAINDER OF THEIR LIVES.)

IN-1981; OVER 2 HILLION OF THESE HOWEN VERE OFFICIALLY POOR* (INCOME
BELOW $4,359.)1 (THEY COMPRISE 85 PERCENT OF ALL ELDERLY PEOPLE LIVING
ALONE BELOW THE POVERTY LINE:)'2 USING 125 PERCENT OF THE POVERTY LEVEL

(INCOME BELOW $5,349) THE FIGURE FOR ELDERLY WOMEN LIVING ALONE AT OR
FOR

NEAR POVERTY SOARS FROM ABOUT 31 PERCENT TO OVER 50 PERCENTSS
MINORITY ELDERLY WOMEN LIVING ALONE, THE STATISTICS ARE SUBSTANTIALLY
HIGHER. IT IS NOT SURPRISING, THEN,.THAT WOMEN COMPRISE 73 PERCENT OF
ELDERLY RECIPIENTS OF SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME (SSI); A FORM OF INCOME
ASSISTANCE FOR THE POOREST GF THE ELDERLY; DISABLED AND BLIND.!*
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WOMEN HAVE ALSO BEEN DISADVANTAGED BY CHANGES IN SOCIAL SECURITY
N THE 1981 BUDGET ACT: NOW A WIDOW (WHO IS NOT DISABLED) CANNOT RE-
CEIVE BENEFITS BEFORE THE AGE OF 60 UNLESS SHE IS CARING FOR A CAILD
MﬁﬁtmwmmﬁvﬁMﬂamLiMﬁﬁﬁﬁWﬁﬁﬁmi
GEPENDENTS BENEFITS TO CHILOREN OVER 18 OF RETIRED, DECEASED, AND DIS-

PLANNED BY SEPTEMBER, 1985. NOW WIDOWED MOTHERS, MOST BETWEEN THE

'AGES GF 4G AND 60, WILL HAVE TO DIP INTO THEIR OWN RESOURCES TO EOU-

CATE THEIR COLLEGE-AGE CHILDREN. ESPECIALLY BURDENED WILL BE THE HIGH

NATION OF THE MINIMUM SOGTAL SECURITY BENEFIT FOR FUTURE RECIPIENTS.
THE ADMINISTRATION PORTRAYEQ :THESE BENEFICIARIES AS “GOUBLE-DIPPING"
RETIREES WITH HIGH GOVERNMENT PENSIONS. BUT THE OVERWHELMING MAJORITY

ARE ELDERLY WOMEN, MOST OF WHOM HAVE EARNED LOW WAGES DURING THEIR
WORK LIFE. NOW THESE WOMEN WILL RCCEIVE SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS BASED
SOLELY ON THEIR WAGE RECORO--NO MATTER :HOW LOW, UNLESS THEY RECEIVE A-

HIGHER SPOUSE BENEFIT.

SEX DISCRIMINATION ANO SOCIAL SECURITY
DOES THE SOCIAL SECURITY SYSTEM REALLY DISCRIMINATE AGAINST

WOMEN? IN EFFECT, YES: SOCIAL SECURITY LAWS ARE THE SAME FOR BOTH

SEXES, BUT WOMEN MORE THAN MEN ARE DISADVANTAGED UNDER THE SYSTEM. THIS
MﬁmmmmmmmmmMMkmmm 
® A WORKER CAN RECEIVE A SOCIAL SECURITY RETIREMENT BENEFIT .

GiLY iF SiE WORKS.FOR 30 QUARTERS (THE EQUIVALENT OF 10 YEARS)
AND PAYS SOCIAL SECURLTY TAXES. BECAUSE WOMEN'S EMPLOYMENT
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PATTERNS AND HOMEMAKING RESPONSIBILITIES DIFFER FROM THOSE

OF MEN; WOMEN MAY NOT MEET THE NUMBER OF YEARS IN COVERED

EMPLOYMENT TO QUALIFY FOR BENEFI AS A WORKER:
A WOMAN WHO DOES QUALIFY FOR WORKER'S BENEFITS RECEIVES
AN AﬁEdBATE OR SUBSTANTIAL BENEFIT ONLY EF SHE WORKS AT

AVERAGE OR HIGH=PAYING JOBS FOR A FULL WORKLIFE, WITH FEWER
THAN FIVE YEARS OUT OF THE WORKFORCE. BUT WOMEN CONTINUE TO
RECEIVE SUBSTANTIALLY LOWER WAGES THAN MEN -- IN PART A RESULT

WAY; A ZERO IS AVERAGED INTO A WOMAN'S WAGE RECORD, LOWERING
HER BENEFIT FOR LIFE; MEN USUALLY DROP FIVE LOWEST EARNING
YEARS WHILE WOMEN RARELY DO. THEY WAVE ALREADY USED UP THEIR
FIVE DROP OUT YEARS FOR TIME SPENT IN DEPENDENT CARE -- THEIR

ZERD EARNING YEARS.

‘A WORKER 1S ELIGIBLE FOR DISABILITY BENEFITS ONLY IF SHE WORKED
. FIVE OF THE PREVIOUS TEN YEARS AT THE ONSET OF DISAWILITY:

WOMEN OFTEN CANNOT PASS THIS "RECENCY OF WORK" TEST BECAUSE
THEY ARE OUT OF THE LABOR FORCE FORCE FOR MORE THAN FIVE YEARS

LABOR FORCE; THEY MUST BEGIN ALL OVER AGAIN TO MEET THE FIVE

. YEAR REQUIREMENT. PROPOSALS TO TIGHTEN THE RECENCY OF WORK
" TEST WOULD FURTHER DISADVANTAGE WOMEN. '

DISABLED WIDOWS MUST MEET A TOUGHER TEST THAN -DISABLED WORKERS

T0 QUALIFY FOR SOCIAL SECURITY DISABILITY BENEFITS.. THE TEST

Py .
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CONSIDERS MEDICAL FACTORS, BUT IGNORES AGE, EDUCATION Alib

WORK EXPERIENCE. DISABLED WORKERS WHO CANNOT WORK IN PAID
EMPLOYMENT ARE ELIGIBLE FOR BENEFITS, BUT BENEFITS ARE PROVIDED
T0 WIDGWS ONLY IF THEY ARE UNABLE TO DO ANY PRODUCTIVE

ACTIVITY. 98 PERCENT OF DISABLED WIDOW(ER) SENEFICIARIES

ARE WOMEN. THE STRICTER DEFINITION OF DISABILITY FOR WIDOWS
LEAVES MANY ELDERLY WOMEN UNABLE TO QUALTFY FOR DISABILITY
BENEFITS.

1SSUES OF EQUITY_AND ADEQUACY
THE PAST TWENTY YEARS HAVE BROUGHT INCREASING CONCERN ABOUT THE
STATUS OF WOMEN UNDER SOCIAL SECURITY. WOMEN'S ORGANIZATIONS, POLICY

MAKERS, INDEED WOMEN THEMSELVES, ARE RECOGNIZING THAT THE SYSTEM IS BE-

"COMING LESS AND LESS APPROPRIATE FOR A SUCIETY WHICH HAS CHANGED QUITE

GRASTICALLY SINCE THE SYSTEM BEGAN ITS DEVELOPMENT IN THE 1930'S. THE
SYSTEM'S PURPOSE HAS BEEN TO PROVIDE WORKERS AND THEIR FAMILIES WITH
INCOME ADEQUATELY ENOUGH TO REPLACE THE INCOME LOST THROUGH RETIREMENT,
GISABILITY OR DEATH. ONE TYPE OF DERIVATIVE OR DEPENOENT BENEFIT WAS

THE SPOUSE BENEFIT WHICH WAS TO SUPPORT THE WORKER AND SPOUSE IN A
SGCIETY IN WHICH WORKERS WERE OVERWHELMINGLY MALE, IN.WHICH MARRIAGES
LASTED A LIFETIME, AND IN WHICH THE DIFFERENCE IN LIFE EXPECTANCY BE-
TWEEN THE SEXES AT AGE 65 WAS SMALLER THAN TODAY. TODAY'S REALITY IS
THAT WOMEN ARE 47 PERCENT OF THE WORKFORCE, THAT THE OIVORCE RATE 1S

56 ~ERCENT. AND ELOERLY WOMEN SPEND MOST OF THEIR LATER YEARS WIDOWED
AND LIVING ALONE, IT SEEMS CLEAR THAT THAT, DESPITE THE FACT THAT A SOCIAL
SECURITY CHECK 1S MADE OUT TO HER, THE WIFE'S BENEFIT WAS NOT VIEWED AS A

VEHICLE TO
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TE A WOMAN FOR HER ECONOMIC CONTRIBUTION TO THE HOUSEHOLD OR
EL§E WHY PROVIDE A BENEFIT EQUAL TO ONLY 1/3 OF THE COUPLE'S
AGE 67 BENEFIT? EXAMPLES OF 1SSUES OF CONCERN TO WOMEN
. A HOMAN 1S ENTITLED"TO RECEIVE RETIREMENT BENEFITS. ON EITHER
HER HUSBAND'S WAGE RECORD (AS A SPOUSE) OR HER OWN. ZHE"
HUSBAND'S WORK RECORD CAN PROVIDE A BENEFIT UP TO 50 PERCENT
OF HIS. IN MANY CASES A WOMAN'S WORK BENEFIT IS 50 LOW THAT
SHE RECEIVES THE HIGHER SPOUSE BENEFIT; AN AMOUNT NO GREATER

THAN WHAT SHE WOULD HAVE RECETVED ANVWAY == WITuduT WORKING
QUTSIDE THE HOME AND CONTRIBUTING SOCIAL SECURITY TAXES (IF

HER OWN WORKER BENEFIT IS GREATER THAN HER SPOUSE BENEFIT, IT
IS OFTEN NOT GREATER BY MUCH, AS A RESULT OF LOW WAGES AND
ZEROS AVERAGED IN FOR YEARS OUT OF THE WORKFORCE:) MORE AND -
MORE WOMEN RESENT PAYING SOCIAL SECURITY TAXES FOR 10 OR MORE
YEARS ONLY TO RECEIVE THE SPOUSE BENEFIT OR A BIT MORE IN THEIR
OWN WORFZR BENEFIT: IT IS IMPORTANT TO NOTE THAT A 1982 STUDY BY
THE SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION DETERMINED THAT THE
POTENTIAL RATE IS INCREASING FOR WIVES ENTITLED TO

A WORKER BENEFIT TO RECEIVE A RETIREMENT BENEFIT NO GREATER - -
THAN THE AMOUNT OF THEIR SPOUSE BENEFIT (DUAL ENTITLEMENT.) 1

: A ONE-EARNER COUPLE/WITH THE SAME TOTAL LIFETIME AVERAGE

EARNINGS AS A TWOSEARNER MAY RECEIVE A LARGER RETIREMENT CHECK.
IN ADDITION, ssay?vaﬁs OF SUCH TWO-EARNER COUPLES RECEIVE SUB-

STANTIALLY LOWER BENFFITS. THIS OCCURS BECAUSE THE ONE-EARNER °

COUPLE RECEIVES AN ADDITIONAL SPOUSE BENEFIT OF 50 PERCENT
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(CONT. #2) SOCIAL SECHRITY BENEFITS IN 1982
Earniings Oie Earner Cotple - Two Earner Couple
Husband $1200 “$600
Wife 0 v $600
Ret{rement
Benefits
Husband $517 $325
Wife $259 $325
TOTAL ‘ $517 $650
Survivor o o
Benefits $517 $325
(Source: _Adapted from Jane Sherburne, "Women and Social Security:
Seizing the Moment for Change." The Georgetown Law Review 70 (August
1982); 153-1604.)

o

3. MANY WIDOHED HOMEMAKERS ARE NOT ENTITLED TO RECEIVE BENEFITS
WHEN THEIR HUSBANDS DIE. A WIDOW WILL RECIEVE BENEFITS ONLY
IF SHE IS 60 YEARS OLD OR OLDER, OR DISABLED AND AT LEAST 50, OR
IS CARING FOR CHILDREN UNDER 16 YEARS OF AGE. 1IF SHE RECEIVES
HER BENEFITS BEFORE AGE 65, THEY ARE REDUCED FOR LIFE. WIDOWS
(UNLESS DISABLED) ARE NOT ENTITLED TO SOCIAL SECURITY DURING
THE "WIDBW'S GAP": THE PERIOD BETWEEN THE TIME HER LAST CHILD.

REACHES AGE 16 AND SHE REACHES AGE 60. THE LUSS OF INCOME DURING

THIS PERIOD CREATES SEVERE HARDSHIPS FOR MANY WIDOWED HOMEMAKERS .
4, IF A HOMEMAKER BECOMES DISABLED OR DIES, HER FAMILY RECEIVES NO

SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFIT SINCE HOMEMAKERS ARE UNPAID LABORERS

AND NO TAXES ARE PAID INTO THE SYSTEM ON THEIR BEHALF: THE

ARE COSTLY TO REPLACE -- IS NOT REEOGNIZED UNDER THE SYSTEM;

ERIC
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5. A DIVORCED HOMEMAKER IS ELIGIBLE FOR A MAXIMUM OF 50 PERCENT
OF HER EX-HUSBAND'S SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFIT, BUT ONLY IF HER
MARRIAGE LASTED TEN YEARS OR MORE AND HER EX-HUSBAND HAS RE-

s T TR
TIRED. (THE 1983 SOCIAL SECURITY AMENOMENTS PROVIDE THAT BE-
GINNING IN 1985 A WOMAN AGE 62 AND OVER, DIVORCED FOR AT LEAST

X TWO YEARS, CAN COLLECT HER BENEFIT EVEN IF HER HUSBANO HAS NOT

APPLIED FOR BENEFITS.) A SEPARATE PROBLEM EXISTS WHEN THE
DIVORCED HOMEMAKER 1S ELIGIBLE FOR THE SPOUSE BEWEFIT BASED
ON A TEN YEAR OR LONGER MARRIAGE BUT IS NOT ENTITLED TO A
WORKER BENEFIT. SUCH WOMEN MUST SURVIVE ON A MEAGER WIFE'S
BENEFIT WHICH WAS NEVER INTENDED TO MAINTAIN A SEPARATE HOUSE-

HOLD, BUT RATHER .TO SUPPLEMENT A WORKER BENEFIT IN A MARRIAGE.

THE FOLLOWING SCENARIO ILLUSTRATES THE UNFAIRNESS OF THE CURRENT
SOCIAL SECURITY SYSTEM TO A DIVORCED WOMAN WHO NEEDS TO EGMBINE
HOMEMAKING AND PAID WORK DURING HER LIFETIME: A WOMAN *

MARRIES AT AGE 22 AFTER 4 YEARS OF PAID WORK AND REMAINS AT

HOME FOR 8 YEARS CARING FOR CHILDREN. SHE DIVORCES AT AGE 31
AFTER A 9 YEAR MARRIAGE. NOT HAVING WORKED LONG ENOUGH TO

EARN ELIGIBiLITY AS A WORKER YET, AND NOT HAVING BEEN MARRIED
FOR 10 YEARS, SHE FINDS HERSELF WITH TWO PRE-SCHOOLERS; NO
MARKETABLE SKILLS OR RECENT WORK EXPERIENCE AND NOT ONE CENT —-
EITHER AS A SPOUSE OR AS A WORKER -- GUARANTEED TOWARD HER

HOMEMAKING SERVICES FOR 8 YEARS; FREEING HER HUSBAND TO WORK

IN PAID EMPLOYMENT; TO CONTRIBUTE TO THE SYSTEM AND TO BE FULLY

CREDITED FOR HIMSELF TO THAT SYSTEM.

39
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NOW ASSUME THAT THE SAME WOMAN IS SUCCESSFUL iN FINOING CHILD-
CARE AND RE-ENTERING THE WORKFORCE SO SHE CAN BUILO UP A SOCIAL
SECURITY RECORD AS A WORKER: SHE ALREADY HAS 3 ZEROS ON HER
EARNING RECORO ANO WILL NOT BE ABLE TO DROP HER 5 LOWEST
EARNING YEARS BECAUSE SHE ALREAOY OROPPED 5 OF HER NO EARNINGS
VEARS. N AGOITION, BECAUSE OF HER NEW STATUS AS A COVERED
WORKER UNDER SOCIAL SECURITY, SHE IS NEITHER INSURED FOR DIS-

. ABILITY NOR FOR SURVIVOR BENEFITS FOR HER CHILOREN UNTIL SHE
WORKS FOR THE NUMBER OF YEARS REQUIREQ FOR ELIGIBILITY.*

SOLUTIONS TO PROBLEMS OF WOMEN UNOER THE SOCIAL SECURITY SYSTEM
THE PROBLEMS REGARDING THE STATUS OF WOMEN L“DER SOCIAL SECURITY

REQUIRE SOLUTIONS THAT WOULO NOT ONLY EXPAND ELIGIBILITY ANO IMPROVE
BENEFIT LEVELS FOR CERTAIN CATEGORIES OF WOMEN BUT WOULD ALSO INCREASE
FAIRNESS BETHEEN ONE ANO THO-EARNER COUPLES ANO CERTAIN CATEGORIES OF
INDIVIOUALS: ‘

IN WEAL'S VIEW PREFERREO PROPOSALS FOR CHANGE WOULD BE THOSE

WHICH RECOGNIZE THE ECONOMIC VALUE OF DEPENOENT CARE ANO HOMEMAKING TO

A MARRIAGE ANO PROVIOE EACH INOIVIDUAL WITH AN INDEPENDENT "PORTABLE"
EARNINGS RECORO. FOR THE FUTURE; THAT IS FOR PEOPLE RETIRING AROUND THE
TURN GF THE CENTURY, WE SUPPORT THE CONCEPT OF MARRIAGE AS A PARTNERSHIP
OF EQUALS; 1.. EARNINGS-SHARING, BUT WE ALSO URGE ADOPTION OF PROPOSALS
THAT COULO HELP ELDERLY WOMEN WHO WILk BE RECEIVING BENEFITS BEFORE A

 SPARTNERSHIP" NOTION COULD BE FULLY IMPLEMENTED

vfor disability coverage, the requirement is 20 quarters out of 40
calendar quarters at_the onset of disability; for_survivor benefits

for-her children; six_guarters diring the 13 quarter period immedi-
ately preceding her death. -

Y
el
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IN GENERAL; WE URGE CAUTIDN ABOUT PROPOSALS THAT ARE WITHOUT
ADEQUATE TRANSITION PERIODS: WITHOUT SucH EERibbé— PEOPLE'S PLANS
 AND EXPECTATIONS CAN BE SERIOUSLY DISRUPTED. ' ALSO, WE WOULD BE AGAINST
" PROPDSALS WHICH COULD RESULT IN REDUCED BENEFth FOR PEOPLE WHO

ALREADY HAVE LOW BENEFITS UNDER THE CURRENT SYSTEM.
IN ADDITION; ANY PROPOSALS, ESPECIALLY FAR- REACHING DNES, SHOULD
BE EXAMINED AS TD THEIR IMPACT ON YARIDUS CATEGORIES OF BENEFICIARIES:

FACTORS THAT SHDULD BE ANALYZED INCLUDE SEX AGE, RACE MARITAL STATUS ,-

CURRENT BENEFIT LEVEL, AND OTHER SOURCES OF INCOME.-
THE 1979 ADVISORY COUNCIL ON SOCIAL SECURITYAE SPENT A 600D Eﬁé-

'PORTION OF ITS DELIBERATIO*S DISCUSSING SOCIAL SECURITY AND WOMEN.

I WOULD BRIEFLY LIKE TD REVIEW SOME OF THE COUNCIL'S CONCEUSIONS ABOUT

- PROPOSALS WHICH HAVE CONTINUED TO BE DISCUSSED AS POLICY OPTIONS.

HOMEMAKER CREDITS
THE COUNCIL EXPLORED BuE'éEJEéEEb A PLAN TO PROVIDE HOMEMAKERS

> CREDITS FOR YEARS SPENT IN THE HOME. BENEEITs BASED DN THESE CREDITS

WOULD HAVE REPLACED CURRENT: SPOUSE AND/OR SURVIVOR BENEFITS: ALTHOUGH

THERE WERE DEFINITE ADVANTAGES TO THIS PROPOSAL INCLUDING DISABILITY FOR

HDMEMAKERS THE COUNCIL FELT THAT ELYGIBILITY CRITERIA FOR HGMEMAKER

CREDITS WOULD BE TOO DIFFICULT TO DEVESE. IN ADDITION, FINANCING THE
PLAN WAS VIEWED AS A BARRIER. NEITHER GENERAL REVENUES NOR INCREASED
TAXES FROM 6NE’EA§NE§ COUPLES WERE ACCEPJABLE. THE COUNCIL CONCLUDED
THAT 1F THE CREDITS WERE USED TO-REPLACY THE AGED WIDOW'S BENEFITS
WIDOWS WOULD RECEIVE MUCH LOWER BENl"TS THAN THEY RECEIVE NOW.

CHILDGAREAAQROPOUIA¥EARSA
THE thNtit téNSibEﬁEb i
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TiONAL DROP-OUT YEARS (CURRENTLY 5). SUCH A PROPOSAL WOULD HAVE IM-
PROVED THE BENEFIT LEVELS OF CERTAIN CATEGORIES OF WOMEN. A VARIETY OF
PROPOSALS RANGED IN COST FROM 0.1 PERCENT TO 0.5 PERCENT OF TAXABLE
PAYROLL DEPENDING ON THE NUMBER OF ADDITIONAL DROPOUT YEARS AND FACTORS
ReLAYING TO EARNINGS AND PERIODS OF EMPLOYMENT. A NARROW MAJORITY OF

_mswwatﬁﬁfmaﬂwmnsmmnuRﬁﬁﬁ&moﬁmfﬁsﬁﬁﬁ

mmAﬁﬁﬁmemm&%&MBmmmmmmm:
T1GNAL DEPENDENT CARE DROPOUT YEARS TO DETERMINE HOW SUCH A PLAN MIGHT

. BE COORDINATED WITH OTHER.MORE COMPREHENSIVE PLANS, SUCH AS EARNINGS- :

SHARING. , .
ANOTHER PROPOSAL DESERVING OF CAREFUL REVIEW EITHER BY ITSELF OR

IN COORDINATION WITH EARNINGS-SHARING 1S ONE RECOMMENDED BY THE NATIONAL

COMMISSION ON SOCTAL SECURITY.Y A SIMILAR PROPOSAL CAN BE FOUND IN

REP. OAKAR'S_ COMPREHENSIVE PACKAGE OF BILLS INTRODUCED IN THE 98th

CONGRESS . | ) ) | .
 THE PROPOSAL WOULD MODIFY THE SPCIAL MINIMUM BENEFIT NOW AWARDED

CARE YEARS AND 2) INCREASE THE NUMBER OF YEARS COUNTED TOWARD THE

SPECIAL MINIMUM BENEFIT FROM-30-TO-35-VEARS—FHE-PROPOSAL WOULD RAISE  ——

SENEFITS FOR WOMEN WHO WORKED MANY YEARS FOR'LOW WAGES AND HAVE HAD

GAPS FOR CHILDCARE RESPONSIBILITIES. IT WOULD EWABLE INDIVIDUALS

WITH FULL HORKLIVES OF 34 OR MORE VEARS (INCLUDING THE 10 CHILOCARE

YEARS) TO RECEIVE BENEFITS THAT MEET THE POVERTY THRESHOLD. ACCORDING .

10 THE COMMISSION; THIS CHANGE COULD INCREASE BENEFITS FOR ABOUT 20

GERCENT OF RETIRED WOMEN AND 5 PERCENT OF RETIRED MEN. THE WOMEN

WELPED BY THiS PLAN WOULD MOST LIKELY BE DIVORCED WOMEN AND MARRIED



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

b

39

WOMEN WHO HAD COMBINED PERIODS OF HOMEMAKING WITH LONGTERM LOW-WAGE
PAID EMPLOYMENT. (EVEN MORE WOMEN COULD BE RELPED IF THE EARWINGS RE-
QUIREMENT FOR ELIGIBILITY FOR THE SPECIAL MINIMUM BENEFIT WERE LOWERED: )

THE NATIONAL COMMISSION ESTIMATED THE LONG- RANGE AVERAGE COST OF THE
‘CHILDCRRE SPECIAL MINIMUM BENEFIT TO BE 14 PERCENT OF TAXABLE PAYROLL.-

(A FULL DISCUSSION OF THIS PROPOSAL IS FOUND ON P. 233 OF THE COMMISION'S

REPORT. )

TWO OTHER PLANS ALSO HAVE DISCUSSED: - ONE WOULD INCREASE BENEFITS
TO ALL WORKERS AND DECREASE THE DEPENDENT SPOUSE BENEFIT. THE OTHER
WOULD INCREASE BENEFITS TO WORKING SPOUSES.

THE FIRST PROPOSAL WOULD RESULT IN LESS DUPLICATION FOR WOMEN WHO

PAY SOCIAL SECURITY TAXES AND WOULO INCREASE BENEFITS FOR THO EARNER
COUPLES; SINGLE WORKERS, AND WIDOWS. BUT IT WOULD REDUCE BENEFITS FOR

DIVORCED HOMEMAKERS; RETAIN THE CONCEPT OF DEPENDENCY, AND IN ADDITIUN
WOULD COST AS MUCH AS 1.5 PERCENT OF TAXABLE PAYROLL., THE SECOND PRO-
POSAL NOULU PAY A LESSER EARNING SPOUSE EtIGIBtE FOR BENEFITS BOTH AS

A WORKER AND A SPOUSE A BENEFIT EOURL 10 100 PERCENT OF THE HIGHER

" BEMNEFIT PLUS .25 PERCENT OF THE LOWER BENEFIT. NHItE THIS PtAN Woui.D

INCREASE BENEFITS FOR ALL LONER EARNING SPOUSES EX-SPDUSES. AND WIDOWS

IT WOULD WORSEN OTHER DISPARITIES AND DO NOTHING TO IMPROVE THE S1TU-
ATION OF DISABLED HOMEMAKERS: THIS PLAN TOO WOULD CONTINUE THE NOTION

OF DEPENDENCY-BASED BENEFITS AND WOULD HAVE AN AVERAGE LONG=RANGE COST
OF ABOUT .7 PERCENT OF PAYROLL. .. : ,
THE PROPOSAL CONSIDERED BY THE 1979 ADVISORY COUNCIL AS "THE MOST

PROMISING APPROACH" FOR THE TREATMENT OF WOMEN UNDER SOCIAL SECURITY WAS
EARNINGS SHARING. THE PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION GN PENSIGN POLICY AND THE

DEPARTMENT OF - JUSTICE TASK FORCE ON SEX DISCRIMINATION ALSO SINGLED UUT
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EARNINGS SHARING AS THE OPTION WITH THE BEST POTENTIAL FOR REFORM OF
THE SYSTEM. - THE 19@1 Rspbé? 6? ?HE NATIONAL ééﬁﬁtsétbﬁ ON SOCIAL
FOR A MODIFIEO EARNINGS-SHARING PLAN; THE COMMISSION HELD THAT THE
PLAN REOUCED BENEFITS FOR SOME INOIVIOUALS WHILE RAISING BENEFITS FOR -
OTHERS AND, IN ADDITION; WOULD NOT HELP ELDERLY WOMEN DIVORCED BEFORE
THE PLAN'S IMPLEMENTATION. LAST, THE COMMISSION FELT IT WOULD COST
700 MUCH TO GUARANTEE WIDOW'S BENEFITS AT LEAST AS LARGE AS UNDER
CURRENT LAW.
AS RECENTLY AS 1983, EARNINGS SHARING WAS ONCE AGAIN SINGLED ouT

AS A PROMISING APPROACH TO THE CONCERNS OF WOMEN UNOER THE SOCIAL SECUR-
{7y SYSTEM -- FIRST IN THE MINORITY REPORT OF THE NATIONAL COMMISSION
ON SOCIAL®SECURITY REFORM AND SOON AFTER BY THE 1983 SOCIAL SECURITY
AMENOMENTS. THE NEW LAW MANDATED THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES (HHS) TO DEVELOP PLANS ON THE IMPLEMENTATION;IMPACT AND COSTS OF
VARIOUS EARNINGS SHARING PROPOSALS AND REPORT BACK TO CONGRESS BY
QLY 1984,
EARNINGS SHARING
 EARNINGS SHARING IS A SYSTEM WHICH VIEWS MARRIAGE AS AN ECONOMIC
PARTNERSHIP AND BASES SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS ON EARNINGS RECORDS
SHARED EQUALLY BETWEEN SPOUSES FOR EACH YEAR OF THEIR MARRIAGE: THE

" SOCIAL SECURITY RETIREMENT BENEFIT WOULD BE BASED ON AN INDIVIDUAL'S
ﬁﬁﬁééﬁﬁtﬂbﬁﬁhmémmﬂé5méﬁﬁ6kﬂb§ﬂmémmms
DURING THE MARRIAGE. EACH PERSON; HUSBAND AND WIFE, WOULO HAVE AN INDI-
VIDUAL EARNINGS RECORD AS A W{ORKER" =- EVEN IF SOME OR ALL OF THE WORK

WAS UNPAIO HOMEMAKING: FOR EXAMPLE TWO PARTNERS IN A ONE EARNER COUPLE

&
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WITH EARNINGS OF $500 HOULD EACH BE CREDITED WITH $250 IN EARNINGS.
SIMILARLY; THE PARTNERS IN A TWO EARNER COUPLE WOULD SHARE EQUALLY

THE SUM OF THEIR MONTHLY EARNINGS. HALF WOULD BE CREDITED TO THE
'SOCIAL SECURITY WAGE RECORD'OF EACH. [N THIS WAY, UNPAID WORK IN THE
HOME AND PAID WORK OUTSIDE THE HOME ARE VALUED EQUALLY WITHIN THE
ECONOMIC UNIT. AT SPECIFIED EVENTS, SUCH AS RETIREMENT, DIVORCE, OR
DISABILITY; BENEFITS WOULD BE BASED ON SHARED EARNINGS. UPON THE DEATH

OF A SPOUSE; THE SNRVIVING INDIVIDUAL COULD INHERIT THE EARNINGS
- CREDITS OF THE DECEASED SPOUSE. CLEARLY, EARNINGS-SHARING WOULD WORK
BEST IF IT WERE ACCOMPANIED BY EQUAL PAY BETWEEN THE SEXES; THE ELIMIN-

ATION OF JO0B SEGREGATION AND THE AVAILABILITY OF GOOD AFFORDABLE CARE
FOR CHILDREN AND DEPENDENT ELDERLY.

WHILE ALL EARNINGS-SHARING MODELS TREAT MARRIAGE Aé A PARTNERSHIP

OF EQUALS; THEY MAY DIFFER IN WAYS INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED T0 THE

FOLLOWING:

WHETHER SHARTNG ‘1S MANDATORY UR YOLUNTARY

WHEN AND HOW SHARING SHOULD TAKE PLACE

THE TREATMENT OF ELDERLY AND OTHER WIDOW(ER)S

THE TREATMENT OF OISABLED INDIVIDUALS

THE TREATMENT OF CHILDREN OF RETIREG, DISABLED OR DECEASED

INDIVICUALS
® THE LENGTH OF THE TRANSITION PERIOD BETWEEN THE CURRENT SYSTEM

ANO EARNINGS-SHARING
¢ THE COST SAVINGS OR ADDITIONAL COST TO THE SYSTEM
(FOR BRIEF DESCRIPTIONS OF TYPES OF EARNINGS SHARING MODELS, SEE P. H 7

AND H 8, FINAL REPORT OF THE NATIUNAL COMMISSION ON SOCIAL SECURITY

’ REFORM; JANUARY 1983.)

O
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EXAMPLES FOLLOW OF HOW EARNINGS SHARING CAN PROVIDE SOLUTIONS TO
PROBLEMS IN TilE CURRENT SYSTEM.
8 CURRENT * A WOMAN IS PENALIZED FOR VEARS SPENT AT HOME IN
L CHILOREARING ANO HOMEMAKING RESPONSIBILITIES BY RE-

CEIVING ZEROS ON HER EARNINGS RECORD FOR EVERY VEAR
AFTER FIVE SHE IS OUT OF THE WORKFORCE. 1IF 10 YEARS -
OF EARNINGS ARE NOT ACCLMULATEO; A WOMA 15 NOT ENTITLED
T0 A SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFIT BASED ON HER OWN EARNINGS.
EARNINGS A MARRIEO WOMAN WHO LEAVES THE LABOR FORCE FOR HOME-
AUNE WAKING WILL CONTINGE 7O RECEIVE EARNINGS CREDITS FROH
HER HUSBANO's INCOME. UPON REENTERING THE LABOR FORCE,
THE WOMAN'S EARNINGS ARE ADDEO 70 THE COUPLE'S TOTAL
PROTECTION BETWEEN 'L/;T\B"O'R MARKET WORK ANO UNPAID WORK.
THE ROLE OF THE HOMEMAKER 1S RECOGNIZED AS A VALUABLE
ECONOMIC ASSET. T0 SOCIETY.
o CURRENT  HOMEMAKERS ARE NOT ENTITLEO TO OISABILITY BENEFITS IF
HA THEY HAVE NOT PARTICIPATED IN THE LABOR MARKET FOR 5
OUT OF THE PREVIOUS 10 YEARS TO THEIR OISABILITY EVEN
- THOUGH THEIR DISABILITY RESULTS IN ECONORIC HARDSHIP
FOR HER FAMILY. ' '
EARNINGS EACH INOIVIDUAL HAS HIS/HER OWN WAGE RECORO REGAROLESS
SHARING ¢ PARTICIPATION IN THE LABOR MARKET: FULL-TIME HOME-
MAKERS COULD BE ELIGIBLE FOR DISABILITY BENEFITS BASEQ
GN SHARED CREDITS: "

' 48
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SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS ARE INADEQUATE FOR DIVORCED
WOMEN -= AVERAGING $192/ MONTH IN 1982. THESE BENE-
FITS WERE INTENDED TO SUPPLEMENT A HUSBAND'S BENEFIT
AND ARE TOO MEAGER TO MAINTAIN A SEPARATE HOUSEHOLD.
IN AODITION, A MARRIAGE MUST LAW 10 YEARS FOR A SPOUSE
TO BE ELIGIBLE FOR HER SPOUSE éENEFiTﬁi 4

A DIVORCED SPOUSE WOULD BE ENTITLED TO HALF THE EARN-
INGS CREDITS DURING A MARRIAGE; THUS PROVIDING THE

*'DIVORCED WIFE WITH AN EARNINGS RECORD THAT SHE CAN

0 CURRENT. -
LAW:

EARNINGS
SHARING:

® CURRENT
LAW:

EARNINGS

SHARING:
0 CURRENT

LAW:

BUILD ON AFTER THE DIVORCE WITH HER OWN LABOR MARKET
WORK: THE 10 YEAR MARRIAGE REQUIREMENT WOULD BE ELI-
MINATED. ~

ELOERLY WIDOWS RECEIVE VERY LOW SOCIAL SECURITY BENE-
FITS -- AVERAGING $351 IN 1982.

WIDOWS. WOULD INAERIT THE TOTAL EARNINGS CREDITS ACCUMU-
LATED BY THE COUPLE DURING THEIR MARRIAGE; THEREBY PRO-
ViDiNG A HIGHER SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFIT (IN MOST CASESj
AND MORE FINANCIAL STABILITY IN LATER VEARS:

FAMILIES OF DECEASED WOMEN ARE NOT ELIGIBLE FOR BENE-
FITS UNDER THE PRESENT 'SYSTEM IF THE WOMAN HAS.NOT
PARTICIPATED IN THE LABOR FORCE LONG ENOUGH TO -QUALIFY .
FOR BENEFITS. ,

A DECEASED WOMAN'S FAMILY COULD RECEIVE BENEFITS BASED
ON HER EARNINGS CREDITS ACCUMULATED DURING HER MARRIAGE.
A TWO EARNER COUPLE MAY RECEIVE LOWER MONTHLY RETIRE-
MENT BENEFITS THAN A ONE EARNER COUPLE WITH THE SAME

TOTAL EARNINGS.
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EARNINGS
SHARING:

& CURRENT
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THE TOTAL INCOME OF A COUPLE IS COMPUTED FOR EACH

SPOUSE 'S SOCIAt SECURITY BENEFITS BASEO ON J5 THE TOTAL
INCOME, REGARDLESS OF HHETHER THE COUPLE HAS ONE OR TNO

EARNERS: A TWG EARNER COUPLE MAY ACTUALLY RECEIVE

'HIGHER BENEFITS OUE TO THE WEIGHTED BENEFIT FORMULA.

A WOMAN 1S OFTEN ENTITLEO TO A HIGHER BENEFIT AS A
SPOUSE THAN AS A WORKER. HER SPOUSE BENEFIT MAY BE NO

GREATER THAN THE BENEFIT SHE WOULD HAVE RECEIVED HAD
SHE NEVER WDRKED OUTSIDE THE HOME ANO NEVER PAID SUQIAL

. SECURITY TAXES. A OMA WORKER HAS TO EARN OVER ONE-

THIRD' 0F THE COUPLE'S TOTAL EARNINGS FOR HER WURKER

BENEFIT TO EXCEEO HER SPOUSE BENEFIT

‘A WOMAN IS ENTITLEO TD BENEFITS BASEO ON HALF THE TOTAL

EARNINGS DURING A MARRIAGE REGAROLESS OF HER STATUS IN .
THE WORRFORCE. THE CONCEPT OF A "SPOUSE BENEFIT® 1S
ELIMINATEO. S

THE PRESENT SOCIAE SECURITY SYSTEM. INCORPORATES THE
NOTION OF "DEPENDENCY" FOR SPOUSES BECAUSE THEiR BENE-

" FIT IS OFTEN EAtGUtATEO BASEO ON THEIR HUSBRND S WAGE

EARNING
SHARING:

AS WEAL'S REPRE

RECORD AND NOT THEIR OWN
THE NOTION OF OEPENOENCY IS ELC MINATED BY EARNINGS
SHARING PLANS BECAUSE MARRIAGE IS CONSIOEREO AN ECONOMIC

PARTNERSHIP ANO EACH PARTNER'S CONTRIBUTION TD THAT

MARRIAGE IS VALUED.
'NTATIVE TO THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE; A GROUP

* 'OF INOIVIOUALS WHICH HAS BEEN WORKING WITH THE URBAN INSTITUTE

O
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oo. I CAN ATTEST TC THE COMPLEXITY OF THE ISSUE AND THE DEGREE OF EXPERTISE,
TIME; AND PERSERVERANCE THIS PROJECT HAS REQUIRED. THE COMMITTEE HAS

BEGUN TO RESOLVE SOME HARD QUESTIONS AND HAS OFTEN RAISED TWO OR THREE

QUESTIONS FOR EVERY ONE RESOLVED. OUR MEETINGS HAVE BEEN ATTENDED BY
ADVOCATES AS WELL AS TECHNICAL EXPERTS, INCLUDING EXPERTS FROM THE:

) DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, WHICH, AS I MENTIONED EARLIER.
HAS BEEN MANDATED TO ADDRESS THE ISSUE OF EARNINGS SHARING.

" AT THIS TIME, THAT IS BEFORE THE RESULTS OF THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE

AND HHS ARE MADE PUBLIC, WEAL 1S NOT SUPPORTING A SP' "FIC EARNINGS
SHARING PLAN; BUT. WE WOULD LIKE TO LIST SOME FEATURES W~  WE CONSIDER
IMPORTANT TO A GOOD PLAN.

EARNINGS SHARING SHOULD BE MANDATORY

THE. TRANSITION PERIOD SHOULD BE ADEQUATE TO INSURE THAT PLANS

AND EXPECTATIONS ARE NOT OISRUPTED
THERE SHOULD BE NO MINIMUM NUMBER OF YEARS OF MARRIAGE REQUIRED

FOR EARNINGS SHARING AT DIVORCE
INHERITANCE OF EARNINGS CREDITS FOR SURVIVORS SHOULD BE 100°

PERCENT OF COMBINED EARNINGS DURING A MARRIAGE

"DISABLED INDIVIDUALS SHOULD BE ELIGIBLE FOR BENEFITS AT ANY AGE
IF TRANSITIONAL BENEFITS FOR WIDOWS ARE PART ‘OF. A PLAN; THEY

SHOULD BE PROVIDED FOR A PERIOD LONG E ENOUGH TO HELP A NIDON PRE-

-PARE FOR EMPLOYMENT, E. G. 2 YEARS

WEAL NOULD WELCOME THE OPPORTUNITY T0 TESTIFY AGAIN ON EARNINGS

SHARING NHEN BOTH THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE AND HHS HAVE COMPLETED THEIR
WORK kT THAT TIME WE WILL BE. ABtE T0 ‘POINT TO THE DATA"AND DOCUMENT

— “o
b

- ‘ - .
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1. Social Security Administration, 1982. .

2. Income of the Population 55 and Over '1939,,UzSe,,Déﬁii‘Efﬁéﬁt,éf,Héiitﬁ
and Human_Services, Social Security Administration, SSA Publication
No. 13-11871 (January 1983) p. ll1.

3. Censs Bureau, current population Study, 1981.

i bl | |

5. Mgtiey, licoiie and Poverty Status of Families and Persons in the
United States: 1981 U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of - the
Census; current Population Reports, Consumer Income Series P-60,

No. 134 (July 1982) p: 13-14:

6. Ibid. ,

7. lncome of the Population 55 and Over, 1078, U.S. Departiient of Health,
and Human_Services, Social_ Security inistration, SSA Publication

- No. 13-11871 (December 1981) p. 18. '

8. Sherbirne, Jane D. “Women and Social Security: Seizing the Moment
for Change" Georgetown Law Journal (August 1982) p. 1576, citing °
Social Security and the_ Roles of Men and Women Health,

ducation and Welfare Report 79) p. 173 ' .

§. Factsheet on Women, Community Services, American Council of Life
Insurance (1982) p. 1. ,

10. Income of the Population 55 and Over, 1980 op. cit.; p. 65.

11. Ibid.

12. Poverty Branch; Bureau of the Census (1982)..

13. Income of the Population 55 and Over, 1383; op. cit.; p. 65.

14. Social Secirity Bulletin: Annual Statistical S.pplement, 1981, U.S.

. Department of Health and Human Services, Social ecurity Administra-
tion; p. 236: ‘ ’ :

15. Reno, Virginia and Ann Dee Radar. "S8enefits for Individual Retjred
Workers and Couples Approaching Retirefient Age." Social Security
Bulletin, Vol. 45 No. 2 p. 28 February 1982. ¢

16. U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare; Social Security
Administration, Report of the 1979 Advisory Council, p. -75-109.

‘17; National Commission_on_Social Security, See
Futgre:_Final Report of the National Commission on Social- Seeuritys
March 1981, p. 225-244.
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805 lsm Street NW, Suite 822, Washington, DT 20005 (202) 638-1961

SOCIAL SECURITY
& WOMEN

THIS PACKET INCLUDES THE FOLLDNING

FACT SHEETS ON SOCIAL SECURITY ISSUES
OF CONCERN TO WOMEN

1) Social Security is a Women's Issue

2) Social Security Amendrents of 1983: Impact of Financing
Provisions on Women

3) Women's Provfsions in the Social Security Fendrents of 1983

4) Socia1 Security and Minority uomen

5} Sources & Suggested References on Women & Social Secarity

Women's Equ.oty Acuan League |WEAL} <& i
d naLional membirship organization
that worha to sccune the Zegal and
eEoiiGnic AAGHEs o wemdi Lhidugh 4

ptog[mm cs nuea.-.ch pubuc educazion

Pleis. use. £his

formation wheneyer nd. wherever possi :
THANK. YOU_FOR_CREDITING WEAL AS THE.SOURCE. -For more- information.
contact Maxine F n t Reuss at WEAL, BOS5 - ISEth St. NW

Suite 822, Washington D.C. 20005 (202)638-1961
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. Womens Equlty Astloni League
805 (58 SEeet NW, Suite 822; Washington, DC 20005 (202) 636-196!

Social Security
Fact Sheet #1
SOCIAL SECURITY IS A WOMEN'S ISSUE N

Eldérly women! are the fasgest growing poverty population in the nation. Typically
3h_eiderly_wonan. is_single; lives alone, has 1imited resources and depends on.her
small Social Security benefits as her primary or-sole source of-income.. Women's
benefits are low as a result of: a lifetime of low wages; benefit calculations
which averageé zeros lta earaings records for Years spend in homemaking; provisions
which treat divorced and widowed women inadequately; and benefit reductions for
early retirement, The fact {s that 54% of 8 million single é1gé'r1y woiién receiving
Social Security benefits iive néar or below the pavérty level.

Many people. think_ that the typical rly Social Sechit{ recipient {s 3 white
male who has other sources of retirement income and a full worklife of average .
or higher earnings-behind him.. This portrait_ignores those who face limited options
throughout thesr 1ifetime because of race or sex.

Women—are—the-majority of Social Security ?éfiﬁiéﬂf§i

¢ Wgiigh and children are almost two-thirds of all Social Security recipients.’
3 iician are §6% of @ideriy SGela) security beneficiartes.

Wotien are the majority of the elderly-poor. '

¥ The poverty rate for eiderly worien 15 18:6%; as compared to 10.5% for elderly men.

8 5% of elderly white single women and A4% of eideriy Black single women 1ive at

or near the poverty level.

¥ single women are 85% of all elderly people living alone below the poverty Tevel.

* Women are 73% o¢ 1.7 niilion elderly Supplemental secarity Income {SSI)
yecipients. . .

Women get the lowest Social-Seeurity-benefits. . N

§ The-aversge iGthly benefit in 1982 for adult women was $308 as compared

£6 $430 for adult men, Retired female workers averaged $335-as compared
to $438 for male workers; spouses-averaged $196 and-widows. $351. Black
female workers a ged $210 in 1979 (1atest available figure).

#5 low as these benefits are; women depend—on-them as their primary or §ole source
of income.
¥ The iedian_anaual _income.for all women over age 65 from all sources {earnings,
interest; pensions; and Social Security) was only $4757, a5 compared £0 SB173
for men in 1981. .

33%_of elderly single women depend on Social Security for more thar S0% of ...
their income. 30% of single elderly Black women depend solely on Social Security

benefits.

» Oily 10% of elderly women receive private pensions. -The median. ncome_from
private pensions in 1981 for women was $1430; hialf of men's median 1income
from pensions. .

® Only 8% of elderly women are {n the workforce, éarning an average jncome of

$5394.

IE1derly. wotien denates 65 Years and older. - L
“Single women- includes--widewed,-divorced ,sqpagagﬁg,aﬁd,hEVEr married women.
Jovarty level. is $43597yeer; near poverty is J53d9/year.

Woitier, 52%; €hildren, 13%; men, 35%. = B

A form of welfare for the poorest.elderly, blind, and disabled.

52 .
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INEQUITIES AND INAGEQUACIES FOR WOMEN UNDER THE SOCIAL SECURITY SVSTEN
Woren 32 Horkers: _Waiien who 18ave the workforce for honemaking responsibilities.
receive zeros on their earnings record for every year over 5 they do not work for pay.

A woman_is often entitled to a higher benefit as & Spouse than as a worker..
ol Her spouse benéfit may be no _greater than the benefit she-would have received
had she never worked outside tha home and never paid Social Security taxes.
\ worker qu es for disability benefits only if she worked five of .the -
previous ten years at the onset of disability._ Women_ ofter canrot pass.this
N ‘recency of work” test if they have been out of the labor force for family
responsibilities. Upon reentering the labor force such women muit begin all
over again to meet the five year requirement.

8_two-earner couple may receive lower monthly retirement benefits than a one-
earaer coople with tha fawé total! earnings. .

ome emakers: A_divorced woman is eligible for.a maximum of 50%
her former spouse's Social Security benefit; but only if the marriage lasted
at least ten years and her former spoise_retires. -Fyrther, the spouse benefit
is usually inadequate to maintain a separate household. :

A vidow has o Social Security protection during the "widow's gap® --_the
years between the time her youngest child turns 16 and the widow turns GO,
onless she i5.disabled, -If the benefit is claimed at age 60, it is_reduced
by_28.5%_for.life. . Displaced hoemakers under 60 without earning skills may
not _qualify for Aid_to. Families With Dependert Children and are too young for
Social Security, yet they must survive,

A_homenaker who_becomes_disabled is not eligible foi: Social Seciirity benefits
even_though her-disability could cause economic hardship for her. family. Few
private insurance companies will sel) disability insurance to a homeaker,

OLDER_WOMEN'S ECONOMIC SITUATION WORSENED BY SOCIAL SECURITY CHANGES 1N THE
1981 BUDGET ACT:.

-Termination of the pareit's berefit when the youngest child reaches
sixteen yedrs of age (previously 18 years of.age) lengthens the period

a widow must wait to be eligible for a widow's benefit.

ination of the $122_minioum benefit_for future retirees as of
January 1982, The majority of recipients_are elderly worien who were
low earners and will now get a benefit based solely on their wage record.

-Phiase it of student benefits by September I¢ or_college-age_children
of retired, disabled or- deceased workers. Widows, most age 49-60; __ _
will have the additional expense of educating their college age children.

-In_addition_to the above chianges, funds for Supplanental Security income,
Medicaids Food Stamps, Low Iricome Housing, and Low Income Energy Assistance
were_frozen or reduced, forcing low income elderly women further into
poverty.

EOR_MORE INFORMATION ON SOCIAL SECURITY INCLUDING ACTION IN THE 98TH CONGRESS
CONTACT: WEAL- - R

805.15th St. NW Suite 822

Washington 0.C. 20005

(202) 638-1961

Maxine Forman; Director; Research and Policy Aralysis
Written by Christine deVries

SOURCES: Social Security Bulletin, Annual Statistical Supplement 1981,

- Social Security Administration,

" Income of the Population 55- and-Over, 1988, Social Security
Administration, :
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INEQUITIES AND INADEQUACIES FOR HOMEN UNDER_THE SOCIAL SECURITY SYSTEM

Women_as_Workérs: Wowen who_ leave the workforce for. homemaking responsibilities
receive zeros on their earnings record for every year over S they do not work for pay.

K woman 1s often entitle £ a higher Benefit as_a_spouse_ than as_a. uorker.,,,
Her spouse.benafit may be_no _g-eater than_the benefit she would have received
had she never worked outside the home and never paid Social Security taxes.

A worker qualifies fbr disabilityebenefifs only if she uorked five of the
previous ten years at_the onset of disability. Women often cannot pass. thls
"recency of work" test {f they have been out of the labor force for family

responsibilities. UPon reentering the labor. force such women must begin all

over again to meet the five year requirement.

A_two-earner couple_may_receive_lower_monthly retirement benefits than a one-

earner couple with the same total earnings.

Woen_as_Homenakers: _A_divorced woman_is_eligible for a maximum of 503 of _
er ormer_s;ouse's Social Security benefit, but only if the marriage lasted

t least ten years_and her former spouse retires. ~Further, the spouse benefit
1s usually inadequate to maintain a separate household.

no. Soci 1 Security pr tection du g the wi s gap" he
years between the time her youngest child turns 16 and the’widow turns 60,
unless-she is.disabled. -I¥ the benefit is claimed at.age 60, 1t {s. reduced
by 28.5% for life. Displaced homemakers under 60 without earning skills may
not qualify for Aid to Families With Dependent Childrep and are too young for
Social Security, yet they must survive.

h homemaher uhu hecomes disaﬁied is_not_ eiigiﬁie for. Soelei Securiiy benefits
even _though_her disability could cause economic hardship for her family. Few
private 1nsurance companies will sell disabllity {nsurance to a homemaker.

OLDER_HOMEN'S. ttbﬁdﬁit SITUATION WORSENED BY-SOCHALSECURFTY EHANGES N THE

-Terminafion of the parent s ﬁenefif wben the younges: chi!d reaches
sixteen years_of age (Previgusly 18 years of age) lengthens the period
a widow must wait to be eligible vor a widow s benefit.

-Elimlnatlon of the 3122 minimum berefit_for future ratirees as of
January_1982.__The majority of re e 0
Tow earners and will now get a benefit based solely on

-Phase out of student benefits by September 1985 for college-age children
of retired; disabled or deceased workers. Widows, most age 40-60,

will have the additional expense of educating their college age chlldren.

-ln addition to fhe above changes, funds for Supplemental Se;urj;y lncome,
Medicaid. Food Stamps. Low Income Housiqg and tow Income Energy Assistance

were frozen or reduced, forcing low income elderly women further into
poverty.

.

FOR MORE lNFORMATlON ON SOCIAL SECURITY INCLUDING ACTION IN THE 98TH CONGRESS
CONTACT: WEAL -

805_15th St. NW Suite 822

Washington D.C. 20005

{202) 638-1961

Written by Christine deVrles
7
SOURCES: Socia] Security BuMetin, Annual-Statistical Supplement-198t,
ocial Security Administration. - ———— - - - = -
Income of the Population 55 and Over, 1980. Social Security
nistration.
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803 15th Sireet NW, Suite 822, Washington, DC 20005 (202) 638-1061

Sacial Security
. Fact Sheet #2

WOMEN'S PROVISIONS N THE SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 1983

. the 9tk Congress passes legislation (4.R. 1900) with provisions of special

concérn_to women.

The_lejislation included modest provisions that would

help small_numbers of women, but RO comprehensive refari was_proposed.to. ...
recognize marriage as a. partnership.Or_provide women with portable protection
between theéir roles as homemakers and paid workers.

dHR%E%GAH}§§ﬁ§4§ﬁ9AS?UUSES:P

¥ Currént t&wi

Néw Legislation:

Effect on Women:

Current Law:

effect on ﬁomen:

Current Law!

tew Legislation?

"Effect on Women:

Current Law:

New Legislation:

O
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Divarced suryiving sonuses who remarry after age 60 cannot tontinue
to receive benefits; disabled widows and.disabled divorced -
widows cannot continue to receive benefits if they remarry

between ages 50-59.

Continue benefits to disabled widaws ‘ages. 50-59; disabled
divorced widows ages 50-59, and divorced widows age 60
and over who remarry.

The remarriage rate for older.woien is very low; but this
change will S€i11 help some women.

A eifgibie divorced spouse may oot collect her retirement
benefit until her ex-husband retires and claims his.
Allow a divorced spouse to collect her re€irement benefit
at age 62 even if her ex-husband has not claimed his.

This.will_help a woman older than-her ex-husband_or_whose___
ex-husband continues to work. . Unfortunately, this provision
would not be effective until January 1985, and even worse,
the_divarced_sPouse must wait 2 years between the time

of divorce and her eligibility to collect her benefits.

Widow's benefits are indexed according to prices from the
time of her husband's death-until the_ time_she_receives.
the benéfits. A widow who becomes e1igible for benefits
many years after_the_ death of her husband often receives

extremely low benefits because wages usually rise faster
than prices.

es in wages after the-death
of the worker, rather than-in prices as under turrent law --

but only if a higher benefit results.

Index_widow's benefits by increase

This provision is good for widows because in recent years prices
have increased faster: than wages, s0 it makes_sense ta
index benefitc to either.price.or.wage increases --

whichever produces a higher benefit.

A disabled widow recefves 50% of her age 65 benefit at
age 50,

facrease. from-50%-to 71.5% the benefit a disabled widow
Fithough. sti11 fio€ adequate, this changs {5 especiafly
hélbfug Béfausg,i;wapp11qgriq all disabled vidows -
both current and future beneficiaries.

A
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PUBLIC PENSION OFFSET: R T :
-~ Current Lawr — —After Juie 1983 spouses who become eligible for public perisions
- . *  and also receive a Social Security spouse penefit will have
their spouse benefit-reduced dollar for dollar (100%)
by the amount of their pension.
New Legislation: Beginning in July 1983, the public pension_offset would_reduce
Soedal Security-sp é,Eéﬁéfif§,gggngllg;;ﬁig;_g!gzxzsnzgs
- dollars (two-thirds) of public pension received.

Effect on Women: Exempting only one-third of their public pension from-the offset -
would sti11 result-in total reductions in sponse benefits for most
woien. .Woien $€i11 réceive smal) public penSions and cannot
afford to lose spoose benefits:

EARNINGS SHARING:  — - - - - - e
Urrent Law: The S6€ial Security system does not treat marriage 8s an_
-economic partnership and does not provide portable profection

to women as homemakers and Workers.

New Legislation:  The Department of Health and 3 15 Teql
develop by July 1984 earning gislative proposals
which include-data the implem {on,.€o5t5,_and_the
effect on Social Security beneficiaries of each.proposal.

Effect on Women: This provision assures that earnings sharing receives serious _
attention from Congress and the Administration.._Earsings kS
§haring would_regard marriage as an economic Partnership
where both the roles of homemaker and paid worker are recognized.
The earnings sharing concept has-been endorsed-by the 1979
Advisory Council on Social Security, the 1980 President's
Commission on Pension_Policy, the 1980 Justice Department's
Task Force on Sex Discrimination, and by major women's
organizations. .

THE. FOLLOWING _PROVISIONS WERE NOT PASSED; THEY WERE ELIMINATED DURING THE SENATE-
® HOUSE CONFERENCE.
DROP=0UT YEARS FOR CHICDCARE: _ __ ____ __ . . ..
Current Law: TFive years_ of zero or lowest earnings are.dropped in-averaging
worker’s annual earningss- For each _year over- five that a
woman Stays- of the labor. force_for homemaking_ ___. _ .
responsibilities, a zero is averaged into her earnings record,
reducing her Social Security benefit. -

Proposal: Provide. tho additional.drop. out.years for_spouses who_leave
the_workforce_to_care_for children under 3 and who have no
earnings during that time.

ZFfect on Woren: THIS proposa) wouTd have hielpad some women who leave the iﬁ3
workforce to care for children.

TRANSITIDN BENEFIT FOR-WIDOWS: - - - .. . - e

Current Law: A non-disablod widow_below age 60 with no Children under age
16_1s not_entitled to Socia) Security benefits. The period
before age 50 is known as the "widow's gap."”

Proposai: . Provide .a Six month trznsition benefit immediately after.
worker's death for widows ages 55-59 equal to the benefit
) a widow would receive at age 60.
Effect on Women: This. benefit would have shortened the "widow's gap’ by six
months ;_providing Social Security to women while they seek
training or employment. .

WEAL
805- 15th St-lw  Suite-B22
Washington D.C. 20005
(202) 638-1961

FOR MORE INFORMATION ON SOCIAL SECURITY CONTACT:

Maxine_Forman; Director; Research and Policy Analysis
Written by Christine devVries '
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805 15th Street NW, Suite 822, Washington, DC 20005 (202) 6381961

Sacfal Security
3 Fact Sheet #3

. ﬁmé ﬁ%,;:ﬁﬂily;&ﬂjon i.eniug

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 1983: IMPACT OF FINANCING PROVISIONS ON WOMEN

the .98th Congress passed legislatisn (W.R. 1900)_€a ensuré the_solvency of the _
Social Security system based_on_the_recommendations of the Nationa) Commission on

Social Security Reform.

UNIVERSAL . COVERAGE
,qurrent Law:

New Legislation:
Effect on Women:
COST. OF. LIVIN

ADJUSTHER
Curren

New Legislation:

Effect on Women:

SELF-EMPLOYED
TAYATION:
Turrent Law:
New Legislation:
Effect on Women:

TAXATION OF
BENEFITS:. -
urrent Law:

New Legislation:

Effect on Women:
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Selected provisions and their effect on women follow:

Civil Service Retirement
ty participation

profit organizations.
Handatory Social Securdty coverage to newly hired federal

employees and employees of non-profif organizations.._ Prﬁhibifg

. state and_local governments from terminating employee

Social Security coverage.

Spouses,_elderly survivors_and_divorced spoUses receive better
protection_under Social Security than under public or private
pension plans. The weighted formula will benefit women,

the majority of whom earn. Tow wages.- Disability coverage
Gnder.Social_Secority is _better_in_many respects. Social
Security's portability will _cover those who move between

non-profit, public and private employment.

Social Security provides-a COLA when the Consumer Price index
{CPI} increases over 3% from the first quarter of one year
to the first quarter of the next year. -
Delay the COLA from June 1983 to January 19Bd.

This change wil) greatly affect elderly women, most of _
whom_have little or no income other than Social-Security.
For exampie, a six-month COLA freeze at a-3.9% inflation
rate would force widows o lose an_average of $80 over

the 6_month Period, The 3% rule is waived for 1984 so
that a COLA will be paid even-if the CPI-is-less than 3%.
This will offset some of the damaging effect.

Self-&mployed. individuals_pay_15%_of the conbined empoyer/
employee Social Security t»x and 50% of the Medicare tax.
Increase -self-employed taxes to .equal_100%.of 31l combioed
~mployer/employee taxes. Provides offsetting tax credits. - .
These increases will burden women entrepreneurs, most of whom

are low earners. But-tax.credits_for_al)_self-employed. . .. ..
persons will reduce some of the self-employed tax actually paid.

Sacial Security benefits are not subject to taxation.

Tax Socia) Secority benefits for recipients whose total income

plas % of their Social Security benefits exceeds $25,000 for

an individual and $32,000 for a married couple filing joingly,

' i< change.will not in general hurt elderly women, mOSE Of whom_
1232 verxglow incomes. But-the amount of fncome_on which couples
will have to pay taxes penalizes some married people with 2 incomes

37



PAYROLL TAXES:
Current Law:

New Legistation:
Effect oni Women:

RETIREMENT AGE:
Current Law:

New Legislation:

Effect on Women:

WINDFALLBENEFITS:
Current Law:
New Legislation:
Effect on Women:
STABILIZER: ___
Current Law:

New Legislation:

Effect on Women:

FOR MORE INFORMATION ON SOCIAL SECURITY CONTACT:

- |
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of $35,700 are

Worker's_annual earnings up to a limit
3 6.7% rate with

taxed for Social Security purposes at
a matching tdx paid by the employer.

Accelerate payroll tax i creases -scheduled -for. the_futare
so that the tax rate will be 7% in 1984 and 7.51% in 1988.
Aliow a tax credit for employees in 1984.
Accelerating payroll tax increases-results in even less___
disposable income for- women and others who are low earners,
but it preferable to berefit cuts.

A retired worker receives-a full Social Security benefit_
65.. Also, at age 65,.a.spouse receives 50% of her
and's benefit; a.widow_receives 100% of her deceased
hiuskand’s benefit, If these benefits are claimed before age
65, they are reduced for 1ife.

Raise_the_retirement age at which Social Security recipients
can_receive full benefits to 66 in-2009 and to.567 1n. 2027,

Benefits will be reduced- for -recipients who_retire_ at age .. .
€2- from 80X of the full benefit to 70%. Medicare eligibility
#i11 remain the same -- age 65. h

tirement age results in benefit cuts because
workers, es, and widows_who need to retire early would
get even_less than_they_do now. Seventy-nine percent of - -
women workers and B1% of worker's spouses applied for reduced
benefits in 1979 -- many-because of _111_health and inability
to-find employment. . With less income, Many older women
will fifd 1€ necessary. to_turn to welfare or seek employment
in a workplace filled with sex and age d:scrimination.

work_for_a short time in Social Security covered-
and the majority of their worklife in non-covered

People who
emplayment
employment. receive-a relatively high_Social Security:
benefit in proportion . fo.earnings due to the welghted benefit
formula devised to help low earners. ' .
Eliminate the windfall-portion.-of Social_Security benefits

by changing the benefit formula for persons with pensions.
from non-covered employment.

This change results in a benefit.cut._ A_better proposal would
have been to somehow exempt_or protect individuals with -

10w pensicns so that the effect on women would be minimal.

coclal Security provides_a COLA when the CPI increases over 3%
from oné year to the next year.

elow 15% of annual -benefit payments,.
on {ncreases_in_prices or wages -- whiche
the balance in the trust fund rise above 3
benefits costs, recipients would receive catch-up payments.

Beginning in 19
b

than wages, basing the COLA on wages-

Whgs prices rise faster than wages, b
trying to 1ive on their small incomes.

wi11 burden older women
WEAL
805 15th St-NW Suite--B22
f Washington.D.C. 20005
(202) 638-1961

Written by Christine deVries
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____ Women'sEquityActonlesgue
805 15th Street NW, Sulte 822. Washinaton, DC 20005 (202) 638-1961
Fict Sheet #4 R
SOCIAL SECURITY AND HINORITY WOMEN

Ela'e'rly] minority ii&ieiiz -are-the poorest-of the nation's-poor, Their rty results
from discrimination_in_education. and_erployment, and-a-1ifetime of 1ow wages --
factors which contribute to low Social Security benefits. In addition, few elderly
minority women have pensions or other retirement income to supplement their meager
Social Security benefits.
Hinority HomenExperience s Lifetime of tow Wages and High Unemployment.
¢ While 40% of a1l elderly women are high school graduates, the percentage-of
elderly minority women who have completed high schoal is much lower._ Only. _
16% of elderly Black women, 14% of elderly Native American women: 19% of elderly
Asian women and 15% of eiderly Hispanic women have completed high school.

,, women, exce ¢ women; have a_higher labor force participatian
rate-than other women (49% for Hispanic women, 53% for Black women, 55%

n, except for Hispanic

for_Asian_women_as_compared to 528 for all women). However, they are more
vulnerable to job loss. The onemployment rate for minority women ages
20-64 was 14% in 1982 as compared to 7% for non-minority women.

Black women's earnings in 1980 were $8043; HISpanic warens were $7465.

Minority women are concentrated in low paying, high risk occupations where
job tenure tends to be short.

Elderly Minority Women are Poor. ]
¥ The poverty rate for-elderly Black-women {5 43.5% as compared to 32.3% for
elderly_Black men, 16.2% for elderly white women and 27.4% for elderly
Hispanic women. ’ '
¥ 843 GF elder1y Black single’ womén 1ive at or near the poverty ievel.’
¢ Hinority women comprise 21% of elderly Supplemental Security. Income (SS1)°
recipients -while minority men comprise Bg. 41% of elderly 3'ack single
women.receive SSI. 25% of elderly Black women depend on SSI or other public
assistance as their sole Source of income. .
Minority Women Receive the Lowest Social Security Benefits:
91979 data (the latest_available from the Social Security Adiinistraticn) reveal
that the average monthly benefit for minority women workers was $230; for

spouses, -$105; and-for widows, $206. - White women workers averaged 5260, spouses

$145; and widows, $274. . Average monthly benefits. for Black women -- $192 -- -
were lover than average benefits for other minority women.

As Low as these Benefits are, Minority Women Depend on them as their Main Source of income.

¢ 30% of Black single elderly women depend on Social Security for J008
of their in and 86% of Black single elderly women depend on Social Security
for 50% or more of their income.

8 Only 4% of elderly Black women receive private pensions; 7% receive public pensions.
8 2.1% of all elderly minority women are in the workforce {B.5% Hative American
women, 12% Asian_women, 10% Black women). _In 1981, the average annual income .
{earnings, {interest, pensions, and Social-Security) for elderly Black women was
$47.16; average-earnings were only-$3193. _For all elderiy women, the average
income was $6559 as compared to $11, 720 for all elderly mien.

1?1:détiy,,déhﬁféE,SS,yéiﬁ,,iﬁa,ﬁiéér;,,,,,, e el T e et e T e
Minority denotes Black, Hispanic; Native American and Asian or "women of color."
wi

%Singl ed, widowed, separat divorced.
Poverty level .is $43597yea ear poverty is-$5449/year.

Sa form of welfare for the poorest elderly, blind, and disabied.

59"



LITTLE KNOWN FACTS ABOUT MINORITY WOMEN AND SOCIAL SEEURITY

» Eiderly-minority-women are-less iikely -than-elderly white women fo.receive
Social-Security because prior_to_1954 domestic workers were not covered,
Even_now there {s no guarantee that a domestic employer will pay Social

Security taxes.

Hifiority vildows are iore 11kely_than white widows to_collect benefits basec
on_their own wage record. A greater percentage of white widoxs collect

Social Security benefits based on their eligibility as a spouse.

Disablity beiefi€s are Feceived by a 1arge_oumber_of_minority women who
have_diabetes, hypertension,_strokes and heart disease, conditions
associated with poverty and occupational hazards.

E1d6r1y . Black womer are_more_11Kkely_than_elderly white Women to have _
grandchildren_ in_their households and therefore collect a large number
of benefits slated for widowed ers. ‘

RECENT LEGISCATIVE CHANGES HURT MINORITY: WOMEN

SoctatSecurity Changes—in the 1981 Budget Act
-Tewiination_of_the_parent's benefif when the ynungest child reaches 16
age_(previously 18) affects minority women, wi ved_23.5%

thers benefits in 1979. This provision-1 thi

that widows must be without Social Security unti1 eligibility for aged
widow's benefits at age 60.

-Elimination of the minimum benefit for future recipients hurt minority-
women - The $122 -minifum benefit was awarded o Workers.who would.receive
less {f_the berefit were baszd_on_employment records. Minority women.
were eligible for the minimum benefi{ because they worked as tacovered
domestic workers and/or at low paid employment.  Now their benefit will be

based solely on their wage record -- no matter how low.

-Phasing_out of student benefits by September 1985 for children (18-22 years)
of retired, disabled, or deceased workers. rity widows -and grandmothers
raising children will have-the additional expense of .educating. their. .. _.
college age.children. In 1979, 22% of benefits to students (18-22 years)
weiit to minorities. :

ZIn addition to the above changes, funds for Supplemental Security.Income, _
Medicald, Food Stamps, Low_Income Housing, and Low Income Energy Assistance
were _frozen or reduced. Many minority women depend on these programs to
survive. co .

1983 Sucial Secirity Anendiients Effect On Minority Women

The 98th Congress passed legislation to ensure the solvency of the Social Security

System. Two provisions are particularly harmful to elderly i'i}iiﬁ';'ify women .
-Gradually_raise_the age_at which Social Security recipients receive full
benefits to 67 by the year 202 Further reductions for;taking a benefit

at age 62 will affect minority women, who often need to retire early

because of physically demanding occupations. .

~Delay -the cost of 1iving adjustment {COLA) that-Secial Security provides when
the Consumer Price: Index {CP1] increases over 3% froi one year to fhe next. _
This will reduce_the_already low_benefits_that elderlY minority women receive.
Mitority women not poor enough for SSI eligibility and with 1ittle or no
income in addition to Social Security will be hurt most by this provision.

FOR MORE INFORKATION ON SOCIAL SECURITY ANO WOMEN CONTACT:
Women's- Equity- Action League
- BU5.15¢h SE. NW Suife 822
Washington D.C. 20005
(202) 638-196¢8

Waxine Forian, Director; Reséarch and_Policy Analysis i
Researchied and Written by Christine deVries ' r-d
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The sgurces for WEAL's- Social Securify Fact Sheets are_ listed below, For ;ﬁééi%ié
references, please contact the Women's Equity Action League.

FacHheet—H—-seHa!—Seeurity {s a Woman's Issue

U:s: Department. of Commerce. Bureau of the Census, %Wﬂ;"ﬂieﬂ*
Status of Families and Persons—in—thetnited- States: _ Current PopuTation
Reports. Consumer Income Series P-60, No. 134 July 1982,

. 0:5:_Department_af Labor. _Bureau éi,LitSBE,fsié,iiéii&é- Empioyment and Earninds.
March 1982. Volume 29, Number 3. March 1982.

ii.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Social Security Administration,
Soeial Security Bulletin; Annual Statistical-Supplement, 1981. ISSH 0037-7910.

U.S. Department of-Health-and Human Services Social Security Adminis tration

Income. of..the Population §5 and Over; 1980. SSA Publication Number 13-11871.
January 1983. 7

o Fact Sheat 3 - Social Security Anendnents of 1983: _lnpact F Financing Provisions
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U:S:_Department of Health and Human Services. Social Security Administratior.
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_Ms. OAiAR. Thank you very much, Maxine, and perhaps at this
time, since you mentioned so many other inequities besides the

earnings sharing approach, I.will submit all of the eight, bills that I
have introduced related to some c¢f the issues that you have raised
for the record. We are focusing more on earnings sharing, but, as-

you mentioned, there are other areas that we ought to be address-
ing also. So, let me submit a brief summary of each of the other
eight bills for the record at this point._

_ [The summary of the bills introduced by Representative Oakar
follows:] -

SociAL SECURITY REFORM LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 5Y CONGRESSWOMAN MARY ROSE
: OAKAR
* H.R. 2742 MANDATORY EARNINGS SHARING
.. The combined earnings of a husband. and wife during their marriage would be di-
vided equally between them in order.to determine their eligibility and amount of
Old Age Benefits they receive under Social Security. If the indiviiual and his/her
spouse’s benefits combined -would be greater without the application of earnings
sharing, it shall not apply. This guarantee would remain ir effzct through 2009. It
would not affect children’s benefits. A full-scale earnings sharing system will be im-

plemented by 2010 contingent upon periodic Congressional assessments:

H.R. 2744 INHERITANCE OF EARNINGS CREDITS BY SURVIVING 8POUSES OR SURVIVING
DIVORCED 8POUSES ,

__If a couple had been married for three continuous years prior to death or divorce,
the surviving spouse or surviving, divorced spouse will “inherit” the deceased’s
earnings credits. Disabled worker benefits may be paid at any »ge to disabled indi-
viduals based on- his/her records as altered by inheritance. But, disabled widow(cr)s
who gain disability through inheritance must only meet the survivor disability test.
The biil contains a present-law guarantee that; if the benefits of.a widowter) would
be_greater without the appli.ation of credit inheritance; it shall not apply: The
present-law guarantee provision will terminate by 2010. Children’s benefits will be
based on the work record of thie deceased.. :

H.R. 2739 CREDIT SPLITTING AT DIVORCE

*_ Credit splitting at divorce will make earnings sharing mandatory upon applica-

tion by either party following a divorce if the marriage lasted at least three years.
The Social Security-earnings credits received in the-years of marriage by both
spouses would -be added together and each spouse would be credited with half to the
combined total. Earnings credits from years before or after the marriage would be
unaffected. Thus; divorced honiemakers or secondary earners could gain entitlement
to benefits as retired workers. Credits gained as a result of credit-splitting could be
used to gain entitlement to disability benefits. In those cases where combined bene-
fits of both spouses would be higher under preseiit law, credit splitting would ot

H.R. 2745 TRANSITION BENEFITS

Benefits would be given to the survivor of an ‘ligured individual upon the wage
earner’s death if the surviving spouse is at least 50 years old and not otherwise im-
mediately eligible-for benefits. The benefits would be available only for the month
in which the death occurred and for the next three months. The benefits would be
71.5 percent of the wage earner’s primary insurance amount (PIA); or if the spouse’s

° own primary insurance amount is higher; 71.5 percent of that amount.

HER: i%éj B;ék{:téf: Qif;&%iéiié UNDER s.x%v o
Under the present law, disabled surviving spouses are eligible for benefits at an
actuarially reduced rate beginning at age 50, based on the deceased worker’s pri-
mary insurance amount (PIA). This bill would make disabled surviving spouses eli-

gible for benefits at any age and with no restrictions.
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H.R. 2741 CHILDCARE CREDIT
_The Special Minimum benefit for long-terin low wedge earners would be amended
to allow childcare credits to be counted in the determination of benefits. (The Spe-
cial Minimum benefit only applies to long-term low wage earners whose payments
would be low if computed by arother method.) A benefit earner could be credited
with up to 10 years for the care of any children six_years_ old or younger with the

. stipulation that the applicant’s care lasted at least 6 months out. of the year. (For .

example: a person who was caring for.a-6 year old for. 6 years would only be entitled
to 6 years of credit; however, if the applicant was caring for-other younger children,
he/she could use the time and credit up to 10 years of childcare time.) The number

of years that could be counted toward Special Minimum benefit would be increased
from 30 to 36:

payments, 2.3 million are women. This bill will restore the benefit to those needy
peopl? beginning with the date of enactment of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1981 '

NATION OF THE GOVERNMENT PENSION OFFSET PROVISION

H.R. 2740
_Under the Social Security Amendments of 1977, a government pension offset pro-
vision was established which reduced dollar-for-dollar the amount of Social Security
spouse benefits by the amount of that spouse’s public (local; state or federal) pen-
sion. The exefniptioni clauses. for women recipients proved ineffective. Last Congress
the law was amended so that both male and female spouses eligible for both benefits
were exempt from the offset if they could prove dependency under Social Security

regulation. The exemption clause became invalid in July, 1983. Beginning in July,

1985; those who are eligible to retire from_public service will have their Social Secu-

rity spousal benafits reduced by % of the amount. of the_public_pension. This bill

will eliminate the Govertimmens Pension Offset Provision completely.

H.R. 1045 REMOVE SOCIAL SECURITY FROM UNIFIED BUDGET -
By removing the Social Security trust funds.from the unified budget, the Social
Secarity program would no longer by viewed as part of other federal expenditures
which are funded by general tax revenues. As & separate entity; the Social Secunty
program wotld not be subject to other budgetary considerations. .
. Ms: Oaxar: Alice; we are very happy to have you represent the
tine Older Women's League. We would be glad to have your entire

statement and a summary. We_are running under a little time
problem because of legislation that is on the floor and the votes

that we are anticipating so if you could hit on the high points as

well as Judy, we would appreciate and we will take your entire
statement for the record. : ‘

o STATEMENT OF ALICE QUINLAN

Ms. QUINLAN. I will do that. = . S
__Thank you, Madam Chair and members of the Task Force on
Women and Social Seciirity. Good morning. I am Alice Quinlan,

Government relations director for the Older Women'’s League.

~ We are very pleased to be able to share our views on women and
social security since there is no issue that is of greater concern to

women in their retirement years than the retirement income issue.

Social security is this country’s most important social program; it

is a family support system insuring against the loss of income
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through the death or disability of wage earners and has significant-
ly reduced poverty among the elderly. . S
Social security is a lifeline for women. The majority of clder
women alone have no other significant source of income. Less than
20 percent; for instance; of current older women receive any pen-
sion benefits at all. In old age, women are likely, therefore, to end

up alone and near or in_poverty, yet they must stretch lower in-
comes over a longer lifetime than men. No wonder women's advo-
cates and older women themselves ask why there are such differ-
ences in the incomes of men and women when they reach their
later years and why most of the elderly poor are women. .
No wonder social security has come under our scrutiny along
-with other issues; directly or indirectly related to retirement
income, such as public and private pension policy, the combined
impact of age and sex discrimination in the workplace; the econom-
ic consequences of divorce for women; the devaluing of women’s
work—whether that work is done inside or outside the home—pay
equity and a wide range of related tupics. 5.
_ Oiir concerns Have a very clear t i

r_concerns have a very cottom line and it is improving

. the economic status of women: Social security; like the private pen-
sion system; can and must be improved to take into account the dif-
fering life experiences of men and women and the social changes
that have occurred sii:ce the system was established in the 1830’s.
_ As you know, social security is based nn an earnings replacement

concept that assumes that men were the sole breadwinners and
most women were their nonworking, nonearning dependents. The :
system worked best for single-earner couples in lifelong marriages
in which the wife did not outlive the husband by many years. _ _
Certainly; if most families fit those criteria in the past—and I

am not so sure they did even in the past—they certainly don’t fit
that criteria today, as we have already heard earlier this morning.

Those who claim that discussions of equity for women. under ..

social security are some sort of a feminist ploy to undercut the role
of homemaker or to force all women into paid employment, seem to
be living in an ideal world that is strangely free of both divorce
and widowhood. Seldom will you hear them mention what happens
to the long-time homemaker wio is divorced in her later years:

Both the inadequacy of her retivement benefits; whi:h are 50 per-
cent of her former husband’s benefits, and the inequity of having -
to wait until he retired before she could begin recciving that bene-
fit. As you know, as a result of the 1983 amendments; ¢ ivorced; de-
pendent spoiises will be independently eligible for retirement bene-
fits, but that won’t begin until 1985. o . C
Nor would you héar about the widowed hometnaker—and tlie
average age of widowhood is 56. How does a widowed homemaker
support herself during the widow’s gap, that pericd of time when
she is no longer eligible for in-her-care benefits, but is not yet eligi-
ble for retirement benefits. It is a gap, incidentally, as you know,
that has been lengthened at both ends with recent changes in 1:gis-
lation, with the age of in-her-care children dropping back to age 16
and with the social security amendments of this past spring; the
age of retirement with full benefits to age 67, with a corresponding

increase in penalties for early retirement. Certainly, as this exam-
ple illustrates, not all of the recent changes have been helpful to

28-570 0 - 84 = 5
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women, including the dropping of minimum benefits and of student
benefits. e -
" Earnings sharing is one of the ideas that has evolved as one of
the most promising means of restructuring social security to ad-
dress thesc problems that-homemakers and women in two-earner
couples face. It refers, of course, to proposals that for social secu-

rity benefit purposes; the earnings of a couple be divided equally
between them during their marriage. ~. =~ - -
Earnings sharing isn’t a new idea. Legislation calling for earn-
ings sharing under social security was first introduced back in Con-
gress in 1975. Since then, a variety of governmental and private
groups have studied and reported on the:idea; and bills such as

you, Ms. Oakar, yourself have introduced; are regularly introduced
in Congress. L :

" As Members of this body know, the Social Security Amendments
of 1983 mandate the development of plans to implement earnings
sharing. What is called for here is not just another study—we have

had plenty of those—but rather specific plans for making social se-
curity more equitable for women. The amendments require that
the report should include how and when 'to implement earnings
sharing, what the changes will cost and how to protect various cat-

egories of beneficiaries as the transition takes place. The report
can then be used as the basis for legislation.

The Older Women's League philosophy of earnings sharing rests

on the fundamental principle that equity and adequacy for women
under social security is a realizable goal. We believe that the ap-

propriate approach to earnings sharing must be a comprehensive
and noi a piecemeal one: Such an approach would treat the family
as an eccnomic unit; would direct equal concern to two-earner cou-
ples, widows, divorced women, homemakers, survivors; and other
beneficiaries, and. would include . consideration of inheritance of
credits; credit splitting upon divorce and other variations of the
basic earnings sharing definition: -

We recognize, and I-was delighted to hear Senator Dole say that

he, too, recognizes that such a comprehensive approach will not
come without some monetary costs to the system. We believe that a
zerc net cost plan is unacceptable because it would be econoinically
harmful to many women in the name of equity to.others .
Changes in sccial security must incure that family protections
remain strong upon the death of workers. Concern for working
women must include consideration of the fact that their contribu-

tions into social security frequently yield them no higher retire-

ment benefits than if they had been employed, although, of course,
they are covered with disability protection and their families have
survivor benefit protection. - ‘

Concern for homemakers must include consideration of home-
maker disability, childcare dropout years and transition benefits
for widows. Finally, appropriate phase-in and hold harmless provi-
sions wil! also be needed. ] L o .

The Older Women’s League has just completed the formation of

a citizen’s advocacy group to monitor the development of the earn-
ings sharing plan that will be developed by Health and Human

Services. The Citizers’ Council on Earnings Sharing will be a



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Xl

63

watchdog and a catalyst_to insure that a comprehensive report is
developed in a timely fashion. = - ,

In conciusion, we hiave had 10 years of studies, proposals; reports,
paper, platitudes: Now that the social security system has been
women's concerus and to effect the necessary changes.

We._are certainly grateful to you, Congresswoman ‘Oakar, - for
your leadership on this issue and we urge all of you to see that;
indeed, the kinds of changes that are needed in social security are
brought about. L

[The prepared statement of Ms. Quinlan follows:]

placed on a sound financial basis, it is time seriously to address

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ALICE QUINLAN, GOVERNMENT RELATIONS DIRECTOR, OLDER
WOMEN's LEAGUE
~ Madam Chair, members of the Task Force on Women and Social Security, good
morning. I am Alice Quinlan, Government Relations Director of the Older Women'’s
League. We appreciate this opportunity. to share our views on women and social se-
curity; since it is an issue of such critical imﬁd’rtznce to_our members. The Older
w,gmeg’gfbeggge, was formed following the White House Mini-Conference on Older
Women in 1980; and now has more than 7,000 members and chartered chapters in
30 States. Through education, research and advocacy, we work for changes ir: public
policy to eliminate the inequities women face in-their later years... . .. .
*"Of 5ll the issues women face in their retirement years—among them health, hous-
ing, widowhood, and long-term health care needs—none is more critically important
than retirement income. Although income security in old age is theoretically sus-
tained by Social security, pensions and savings, women _depend primarily on social
security, and as a-last resert, ﬁuppléméntal security income.
" Social security is this country's most.important social program. It has served as a
family support system, insuring against the loss of income through the death or dis-
ability of wage earners, and it has significantly reduced poverty. among the elderly.
But “the elderly” are not a homogeneous group. Some are well off, and others are
poor: some enjoy excellent health, while others suffer from multiple problems that

force early retirement; some live with spouses, while others live alone or with other
family members. One demographic factor provides important. insights into the life
circumstances of the élderig; however; and that factor 1s gender. On the whole, men
and women in the United States experience _aging very differently. The mest impor-
tant differences—in longevity, income, and marital status—have an important rela-

- tionship to social security. .- - :

"As of July 1982, there were 26:8 miillion persons in the United States 'ho were
uge 65 or over, including: about 10.8 million men and 16 million. women. Thus
women malke up the majority (60 percent) of those over 65 Beczuse of differences in
longevity; women outnumber men two to onie.in the older age categories. There is

" no significant difference between the proportions of men and women over age 65

who are divorced, separated, or never married, but there are_profound differences
among the widowed and married. While about three-fourths of all men over age 65
are married and living with a spouse; only a little more than a third of older women
are in similar circumstances. Men are twice as likely to be marricd as women are,
while women &re four times more likely to be widowed, (In 1981, 85 percent of all
surviving Spouises aver age 65 were women). The result in absolute numbers means
many more older women -thaii mén live. alone: in 1981; about 7.5 million elderly
lived alone, of whom 6 millien {80 percent) were women. . . . . ..
"It is important to keep this demographic information in mind when examining
data about income zad poverty among the eldexly. At any-adult age, there are dra-
matic differences between the incomes of men and women. For. those over age 55,
the median total money income in 1981 was $8,173 for men and $4,757 for woren,
(Thas women have median annual incomes vithin $400 of the poverty level for a
person living along—$4,359). When data on income and poverty is shown by race/
Spanish origin, the special vulnerability of older minority women is very. evident.
Black woren are five times more likely to live in poverty in old age than white men-
are. And overall, women make uf a8 disproportionate (73 percent) share of t}/ié aged

" These figures have been noted to point oat how critically important socfal secu-
rity is to women. In old age, women are likely to end up alone; and near or/in_pover-
ty. Yet they must stretch lower incomes over & longer lifet'me than men. No

67,
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wonder that women’s advocates and older women themselves ask why there are
such differences in the incomes of men and women. when they reach their later
years; and why most old poor people are women. No wonder social security has
come under our scrutiny, along with otherissues directly or indirectly related to
retirement income: public and private pension policy, the combined impact of age
and sex discrimination in the workplace, the economic consequences of divorce for
women, the devaluing of women’s work; pay equity and comparable worth;, and an

array of related topics. Our concerns have a clear bottom line: improving the eco-
namic status of women: . . ’

| the role of sole breadwinner, and most women in the role of their “non-
working,” non-earning dependents. The system worked best for single-earner cou-

ples in life-long marriages in which the wife did not outlive the husband by many

If most families fit those criteria in_the past, they certainly don't today. Half of
all adalt women are in the paid labor force, more thai one in three marriages today
end in divorce, and women increasingly live longer and outlive men. The results for

women are inequities and inadequacies that often add up to a retirement income

crisis. Aged widows have inadequately low benefits; women in two-earner couples
realize little increage in retirement benefits from their social security taxes; and di-
vorced homemakers are freqaently left in precarious financial circumstances.
For at least 10 years, ideas have been put forward on how to modify the social
gecurity system to take into account the current roles of men and women in our

society. It is interesting to note that the very first published report of the then-new
House_Select Committee on_Aging in. 1975;_entitled “Income_Security for Older
Women: Path to Equality;” resuolted in part fromi hearings on-“Socidal Security In-
equities Against Women,” and addressed such problems as the widow’s gap, the

need for. individually-maintained social security earnings records for homemakers,
and the benefit inequities between one and two earner couples.
__Reports and hearings, Commissions and Councils have examined these and relat-
ed problems over the years. In 1977; the Congressional Research Service could de-
scribe as “perennial” certain proposals it believed would be “reintroduced into this
and future. sessions. of Congress (“Social Security:-Some Perennial Legislative
Issues”, 77-81 ED). Among those discussed were OASDI coverage for homemakers,
combined earnings options for couples, elimination of differential treatment based
on sex, reduction in duration of marriage requ

n St lirements for divorced. spouses, lower-
ing the age at which benefits are payable to widows; and elimination of the recency
of work requirement for disability insurance benefits. . - -

“Earnings sharing” is one of the ideas that has evolved as-a promising rmeans of
restructuring social security to address the problems women face. Earnings sharing
refers to proposals that for social security benefit purposes, the earnings of a couple
be divided equally between them during their marriage. Under the current system;
workers are treated as individuals for the purpose of building an earnings. record,
but are seen as part of a family. unit with “dependernts” for the purpose of paying
benefits. Earnings sharing would treat the family as a unit in both the building of

eligibility records and in- the payment of benefits under social security. Earnings

sharing would treat marriage as an economic partnership to which both members of
a couple contribute, whether in the paid labor force or caring for family members It
would substitute a more realistic model of marriage for the outmoded worker-de-
pendent model now used. o o ] _
How. would earnings sharing work? Throughtiit their married life, the earnings of
a couple would be pooled, with equial shares cre:ited to the social security records of
each spouse. This would have several important results, =
_Since the married couple would be treated as an economic unit, a full-time home-
maker would accumulate social security credits for the time she spends in child
rearing and caring for family members: Under the present system, the 5 years of
lowest or no earnings are dropped before a worker's retiremerit benefits are calcu-
lated: But many women sperid more than 5 years out of the paid labor force, and

their unpaid labor in the home counts for nothing under social security.
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Under enrnings sharing; should the marriage end in divorce, the homemaker
wotuld have half of the vouple’s social security credits accumulated during the period
tiftljej;' marriage. -
By combining and

B nbining and then equally dividing the. earings of both members of a two-
earner couple, women in the paid labor force will get a more equitable retirement
benefit return on their contributions to social security. Millions of women are enti-
tled to collect benefits eithur as_dependent spouses or on their own employment
record; in effect; whichevcr is greater. Because of occupational segregation,_pay. in-
eqiiities; and differences in employment patterns, many womexn collect higher bene-
fits as dependenits, which mieans they receive no greater retirement benefits than if
they had not been in the paid labor force. (They do have disability and survivor
benefit coverage, family protections that homemakers do not have).
__Earnings sharing might be implemented in a number of ways, with different ef-
fects on sub-groups of social security recipients: such as survivors; dependent chil-
dren; widowed and divorced persons; retired. couples; longtime ho:aemakers. The
impact of.earnings sharing on current or future beneficiaries would depend on a
number of-qliestions, such as these: - -

When will earnings sharing begin to take effect? -~

What kind of phase-in and transitions will be provided?

Will earnings sharing be optional or mandatory?

Will_credits.be shared only upon divorce? Will credits be inherited by one spouse
upon the death of the other? ] o S .

How will survivor and liomemaker dv 1ibility benefits be handled? ..
Will the benefits of some be increase.: by reducing the benefits of others? ]
Earnings sharing is not a new.idea. Legislation calling for-earnings sharing-under

social security was first introduced by former Congressman Donald Fraser (D-Minn.)
in 1975. Since_that time; a variety of governmental and private groups have studied
and reported on the idea; and bills are reguiarly introduced. We are grateful to you;.
Congresswoman Oakar, for your continued interest and support; both in the legisla-
tion you have-spoiwsored, and.in the attemtion directed to this issue by the Task
Force on Social Security and Women. - - . .. .. . : o
As members of this tedy ,ki,iii@;l the Social Security Amendments of 1983 mandate

the development of plans to implement earnings sharing. The Secretary of Health
and Human Services: in consultation with the Senate Finance and the House Ways
and Means Commiittees; is to complefe its report on earnings sharing by July 1984.
The following month; the Congressional Budget Office will analyze the report, which
can then be.used ds the basis for legislation on earnings sharing. What is called for
here is not just another stiidy, but rather specific plans for. making social security
more equitable for women. The amendments require that-the report-include how

and when to implement earnings sharing, what changes will cost, and how to pro-
tect various categories of beneficiaries as the transition takes place.
The Older Women's League has just completed_the formation of a citizen advoca-
cy group to monitor the development of the earnings sharing plans. The Citizen’s
Couricil on Earnings Shating will be a watchdog and_a catalyst to insure that a com-
prehensive report is developed in a timely fashion: We have had 10 years of studies,
proposals, reports, paper, and platitiides. Now that the social security system has
been placed on a sound financial “asis, it is tirie seriously to address women's con-
cerns and to effect needed changes The Older Women'’s League believes that in de-
ping plans to implement earnings sharing, it is possible to balance the need for

equity and the need for a.lequate benefits. Social security can—indeed, must—be im-
proved. We urge you to seo that it is.

TABLE 1.—SELECTED DATA ON PERSONS AGE-PLUS: INCOME, POVERTY, MARITAL STATUS

{Totat money income in 1981. by sex and age]

Age ' Men Waoren

$21,248 $7,494
20.796 6,513
19,879 5,926
13,807 1,966
(AT

60to6d... ... e e e
65 Pl ....... "
" kole Pove wel n 1981 3 person g alone: §4.359.

Sqiiica- Crsys’ Bureau, Curr -~ Poplation Reports P-50; No. 134: table i0.
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TABLE 2.—POVERTY RATES BY SEX AND RAGE/SPANISH ORGI FOR PERSONS AGE 65 OR OVER N
1981
(In percent)

Tota! Wh}e Bk argin

05 90 2% B8
S 186 162 435 24

Note: Poverty rate 1981 for per.ms Ss-ﬁué 153

TABLE 3.—NUMBERS OF PERSONS AGE 65 OR DVER IN POVERTY IN 1981, BY SEX AND RACE/

SPANISH ORIGIN

Total White BGEK . _Spanish acgii

M. e LGDE0 W00 2200 60000
WOEN....ocermrr e 2773000 2193000 547000 86,000

Soifce: P-50. NG 134, tabie 17,
TABLE 4.—MARITAL STATUS OF PERSONS 65 PLUS IN 1981; BY.SEX

[¥n percent]

MR ..o - L
Widowed —— e 5
Separated) divorced iy : ;
Never mariied '

TABLE 5. —MARITAL STATUS OF PERSONS OVER 65, BY SEX AND AGE
ln e .

Widowed " Mamied
Gito74  I5ps  B5t07d ISl

T _ 8 2 8 1

Women..... g 40 68 43 A

Souce. P20, No. 312, labes | and £ Prepared by, Oder Womens Leagee, 1325 G SU NW, LL B, Washiogton, DC. 20005.
EARNINGS SHARING—A SELECTED CHRONOLOGY

_1975. House Aging Committee hearings: “Social -Security Iﬁéggiiiesrkéﬁiﬁﬁi
Women''—Senate Aging Committee working paper: “Women and Social Security:

Adapting to a New Era.” o
__1976: Earnings sharing legislatio by Rej tative Donald Fraser (D-
e

recommends homemakers be covered under Social Security in their own

ownright. -

__1977: Earnings sharing legislation introduced by Representative Martha Keys (D-
Kans,) and 60 cosponsors—National Women’s Conference in Houston recommends
earnings sharing—HEW Secretary. Joseph Califano appoints HEW Task Force on
the Treatment -of Women under Social Security—Social Security_Amendments of
1977 (PL 95-218); Congress mandates a study of proposals to eliminate_dependency
as a factor in entitlement to spouse benefits and to eliminate.sex discrimination
under Social Security—Department of Jistice Task Force on Sex Discrimination
studying women and Social Security. - T -
" 1979: HEW study released: “Social Security and the Changing Roles of Men and

Women,” with extensive discussion of earnings sharing—1979 Advisory Council on
Social Security report contains positive recommendations on earnings sharing—
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Ways and Means Committee hearings: “Treatment of Men _and Women iinder the
Social Security. Program’™: . _ . R -
_1980: HEW. Social Security Zdvisory Council’s Interim Recommendations on the
Treatment of Women. - A N
 1981: National Commission on Social. Security report, “Social Security in _Ameri-
ca's Future” is “sympathetic to the philosophy * but does not recommend earnings
sharing because it might be harmful to some, or could cost too much—President’s
Commission on_Pension_Policy report, “Coming of Age: Toward a National Retire-
ment Income Policy” récommends earnings sharing at divorce, and inheritance of
credits.for surviving spouses of two-earner couples—House Aging Committee hear-
ings: “Treatment of Women Under Social Security.” Earnings sharing legisiation
reintrodiced by Seriator Alan Cranston (D-Cal) and Representative Mary Rose
Oakar (D-Ohic). - - .- - o e
 1983: National Commission on Social Security Reform; minority report favors the
further development of earnings sharing concepts—Social Security Amendments of
1983—mandates the development of implementation plans for earnings sharing.
Ms. OAgAR. Thank you very much, Alice: Judy?

STATEMENT OF JUDY SCHUB

Ms. ScHuB. Not at all.

_ Goon morning. I am Judy Schub, the director of public policy for
the National Federation of Business amd Professronal Women’s
Clubs, now known as BPW/USA. The grod thir i about going last
on a panel is you can cross out whole z»ctions o7 your statement
becaiise it has already been said as weld as w2 could say it.

~ BPW/USA was founded in 1919 to imprave the status of wormmen
in the work force and today we have a nznbership of over 150,000
men and women throughout the United States with at least one
local organization in each congressional district.

of women

uhder the social security system. In fact, we first expressed this

We have long been concerned about the treatment o

concern back in 1949. It is not a new issue. Poverty among older
women is, as you have heard throughout the morning; a pervasive
problem. The poverty rate for older women is 60 percent higher

than for elderly men. e —
This poverty reflects women'’s dependence on social security. For
many reasons, most women never receive any pension benefit from
their years in the labor force, even ‘when they spend all or most of
their adult lives in the labor force: Sixty percent of all women over
the age of 65 have social security as their only source of income.
The social security system no longer meets the needs of either

working women or homemakers and most women fulfill those roles

" at some point in their lives. Because BPW/USA is an organization

representing employed women, our Statement will concentrate spe-
cificzlly on those inequities which affect employed women.

“Spocifically, married working women receive little or no addi-

tiona! retirement benefit for themselves.or their families from the
social vecurity taxes they pay. Their worker’s benefit almost always

“duplicates the benefits to which they are entitled as dependents:

The system is heavily weighted toward the single-earner couple in
which only one spouse works at the expepse of the two-earner
couple and single persons. - i o
The two-earner couple often receives a_lower retirement benefit

than the one-earner couple, even when the couples paid the same

~Z|
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aiount into the system. This bias toward single-earner couples ex-
tends to survivor benefits. Women wiio work generally accrue

. lower social security benefits than men because their wages, are,

on average much lower than men’s wages and because their ca-

reers are interrupted for traditional family responsibilities such as
child rearing or other dependent care. L
Each year out of the labor force over 5 is counted as zero wren

computing their average lifetime earnings for social security. ‘An

estimate in 1975 by the Monthly Labor Review was that caring for
one child, a woman could expect to have her worklife cut by 10
years, and for each additional child; an additional 2 to 3 years.
" In today’s_ economy we suspect women are not spending “guite
that much time ouu of the labor force, but we do suspect that for
the average family a woman_spends more_than 5 years out of the
labor force, just for raising children and that does not include the
care of elderly dependents. o

marriage dissolves before 10 years the woman who did not work
outside the home is entitled to no social security credits from her
spouse: After 10 years of marriage; a divorced spouse is entitled, to
50 percent of the worker benefit, an amount which, ien you
think about it, is usually inadequate to support the individual. The
divorced spouse cannot supplement this benefit based on her own
earnings; either prior to or following the marriage. - —

~ BPW firmly supports the concept of earnings sharing because its
underlying pri-ciple is that marriage is a partnership and that the
family is a basic ~donomic as well as social unit. Under earnings

sharing, quarters of social security coverage would be shared equal-

ly between spouses for each year of marriage. Each individual
would be entitled to a primary benefit in her or his own right, con-
sisting ofapersox%seamings while unmarried; and half of a cou-
ple’s combined earnings while married. S
My colleagues have gone into many of the positive effects of
earnings sharing, which I will not repeat. They are in our state-
ment. _ o '

" Ms. OAkAR. We will submit your entire statement for the record,
Judy.

" "Ms. Scuus. Full implementation of earnings sharing is a long-
range solution torequity problems. It is clear that earnings sharing

cannot be fully implemented until after the year 2000. Therefore,

we also urge this group and cther committees to consider appropri-

ate transitional measures which address the immediate concerns
and needs of millions of women:

" As changes are proposed in the social security system, the ques-
tion of how these changes will be financed must be asked. There .

are no easy answers. We recognize that the implementation of

earnings sharing and other proposals may add costs to the system.
We have all heard about several studies now going on which will

examine the impact of earnings sharing on affected groups and the

possible costs. We can only hope that the studies will be careful
and realistic in the assumptions they make so that their conclu--

sions can be used in fashioning sound public policy.

!
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among the elderly In a71981 national study of publlc attitudes con-

ducted for the American Council of Life Insurance; more than two-

thirds of the people surveyed indicated that Government spending
on programs to support the-elderly should be increased.

This same survey found that over half, 55 percent of the u,spond-
ents; believed that Government support of social security should be
increased. The survey taken 2 years before the passage of the 1983

Social Security Amendments showed deep concern about the future
of Social Security; with 57 percent of the respondents expressing a
lack of confidence in the system.

While the 1988 amendments may have addressed some of the ex-
pressed cor.cerns; BPW/USA believes that the continuing inequi-
ties in the system contribute to this lack of confidence. The inequi-

ties must be addressed in_a responsible manner; but the excuse
thati; it is too expensive to right the wrongs must no longer be toler-
ate;

Wity ¢ the proposals discussed in this statement may need refine-

. __

me' . ve must not indefinitely delay action,

[’[‘*x , prepared statement of Ms:; Schub follows]

“oF BUSINESS AND Prox: ESSIONAL WOMEN 5 Cwns INc. (BPW/USA)

The National Federation of Business and Professional Women s Clubs; Inc: {BPW.
USA] was founded in 1919 to improve.the status of women in the work force.Today,
BPW. USA has a membership of over 150,000 women and mieti,-1

and -the District of Colimbia, Puerto Rxco, and the Virgin Ialands There are over °
3,500 BPW local organizations across the nation, with at least one organization in
) the Usited States. Since its estabiishment over 64
years ago, the objectxv « 37'W _USA have remaJned the same: to elevate the
living standarciS, a,n—x,,m,mozs the interests of women in . business_and_the_profes-
sions, and _{o_promote full participation; equity and economic self-sufﬁcxency for
working women.

BPW _USA has long. been conce iied with the mequlfable treatment of woimern
under the social security system. In 1949, BPW USA adopted an item-in its legisla-
tive platform urging reform of-the system to- better -meet- the neceds of working
women. While the 1983 Social Security Amendments included benefit changes for
some survivors and divorced women, these changes are only the first step to making
the system more responsive to the needs of women. __

_ Rscently; the social security system has come under close scrutiny. foLLts treat-
ment of women. Most agree that the system fails American women both in terms of
adequacy of protection and equity: The shortcommgs of the system are not. the
result of overt discrimination; rather they. arise from the assumptions.upon which
the system is based. These assumptlons—that mef provide the family income; that
worrieni are primarily homemakers whose labor force participation is minimal; that

every Congressional D*¢ri

family responsibilities, such as chil2 care and homemaking have no econom;c,value

and that marriages are permanent—were only partially true when the system was
established and certainly do not reflect current realities for American women and
the American family.

..Poverty . for older women_is a_pervasive . problem.. The poverty rate for older
women is 60 percent higher than for elderly men: In 1981; the average total income
for men over the age of 65.was $8,123 per year, while for women it was only $4,757.
The poverty of older women reflects their dependerice on social security. For many
reasons, most women -never receive any private pension benefits even when they

spend many years in the work-force. And even if the workmg woman does receive a

private pension, it is likely to be smaller {han a man’s; in 1981 the -average pension
received by a woman was only 52 percent of the average man'’s pension. Sixty per-
cent of all woman over the age of 65 dqwnd on social security as iheir only source
of income. And the average ‘womail’s benefit is only 76 percent of the average man’s
benefit. (In April 1982; the average social security benefit for men was $443 and
$335 for women;)
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' The social seciirity systeim o longer meets the needs of either working women or

homemakers. Because BPW USA is an organization represefiting employed women,

our statement today will primarily” address those issues which affect women who
spend_a substantial part of their adult lives in the.paid labor force. The number of
women who work outside the home is increasing every year. Women constitute 43
percent of the paid labor force. Qver half (51 percent) of all married women were
working in_1981; an. increase_of more than_30_percent over 1970. Two-thirds of all
wonen in, the labor force in 1982 were single, widowed; divorced or separated or had
husbands who earned less than $15,000 a year. These millions of American women
and their fumilies are being Shbrt’chéhgédb?l the social.security system.
Specific inequities in the system are as follows: -

__1. Married_wecrking women generally receive-litile or no additional retirement
benefit_for themselves or their families from the social security taxes they pay.
'I‘heére workers’ benefits duplicate the benefits to which they are entitled to as ¢ “de-
pendent.” . . o
2. The systefm is heavily weighted toward single-earner couples in which only one
spouse works, at the expense of two-earner couples and single persons. The two-
earner couple ofter -receives a lower retirement. benefit than the one-earner couple;
even when the couples paid-the same amodnt into the social secarity system. .
3. This bias toward j,ijj%l@éjjjéi; couples extends to survivor benefits. The sur-
viror of a_two-earner couple often receives a lower benefit from social security than

the survivor of a one-earner couple, even when the couples’ total average incomes

4. “Vomen who work generally accrue lower social security benefits than men be-
cause their wages are, on average, much lower than men’s wages (59 cents of

ry
- dollar earried by men) and because their careers are interrupted by traditional

family responsibilities such as child rearing. Each year out of the labor. force (over
five) is counted as zero whern-compiiting their average lifetime. earnings for social

gecurity. In essence, the social security system is nol neutral with respect to child-

bearing and other dependent care; any woman who leaves the work force for miore
than S yearsispenalized. .. _____ . . . .., —._
5. Divorced women; even those who work for significant amounts of time, fare

badly under social security: If a marriage dissolves before 10 years; the woman who

did not work -outside the home is entitled. to no social security credits from her

spouse. After 10 years of marriage, a divorced spouse is entitled to 50 percent of the
worker’s benefit, an amount often extremely inadequate to support a person living

alone. While the 1983 Sccial Security -Amendments provide for the payments of

benefits to_eligible, divorced spouses at 62 whether or not the former spouse has re-
tired; the divorced spouse cannot supplement this benefit based on her own earn-

ings; since she can only_receive the higher of the two benefits. Her early contribu-
tions to the social security system: (during years prior to marriage and child bearing)
corribinied. with later earnings after the marriage has ended may still not equal the
50-percent benefit, since each year out of the labor force (over 5) is averaged in as
wro. This example holds-triie particulaily for the womnan whose_ex-husband is in a
lugh-paying cccupation, but -who, because of an_ interrupted work reco-d, limited
work cxperience and occupational segregation, holds a low paying job. . . ... _
" BPW USA firmly supports the concept of earnings sharing because its anderlying
principies are that inarriege is a partnership and the family is a basic econormic, as
well_as; social unit_Under earpings sharing, quarters of social security coverage
would be shared equally betwe .n_spouses for each year of marriage. Each individual
would be-entitled to a_primary benefit in her or his own right, consisting-of a per-

5@:;5 earnings while unmarried and half of a couple’s combined earnings while mar-
ried. . Lo R

The positive effects of earnings sharing are as follows: . .
_ 1. For two-earnier couples, both spouses’ payments into the social security sysie
would be credited for eventual sharing, thereby eleminating the currantituation In
which married working women receive little or no additional retirement benefit

from the social security taxes they pay.

* 2. The disparity which now exists geﬁé’eﬁ otie- and two-earnier ¢ouples in retire-

ment _and survivor benefits would be reduced during the transitiorn to earnirngs shar-
ing and eliminated when full earnings sharing is.instituted. - - - -
8. The social security system would be neutral on the value of homemaking an

child rearing. Women who opt to stay at home to raise children for a number of
years would not be penalized for being out of the work force for this time. . . -

4. Divorced women would get better protection since each person is entitled to a
primary benefit consisting of earnings prior to_and/or following a marriege and half
a couple's combined earnings for the years of marriage, up to the earnings limit.
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) F'ull 1mplementuuon of _earnings sharing is a long-range solution to equity prob-
lems which now. plaguc the social security system. It is clear that earnings sharing
canr\ot,bg fully im leLmentai until after the year 2000. Therefore; we must also con-
sider_“transicional”’_measures which address the immediate needs and concerns of
millions of women: Restoration of the minimum social ‘security benefit is an immedi-

. ate mneasure which should be taken to assist needy older women wh du rot qualify

for higher bernefits: The inheritance of earningé credits by siirviv
viving wivorced spouses and credit splitting at divorce are apyropr

medasi:res for moving into full-scale earnings sharing.- These measures,address the

current -needs of two groups, divorced -women and widows, and are consistent with

entual establishment of earnings sharing. We further supJ)ort in pri
transition be efit to be paid to a su:vivor of an insured individual; if the su

ng

- spouse 1s over 50 years of age and_not_otherwise eligible for benefits. The needs of

displaced homemakers;, women who havs spent much of their adult lives out of the
paid labor force; are great. These transition benefits would provide a small cushion
for_these women; until such time as they can train for employment and get jobs:

Finally, in the transition weriod before full earnings sharing i ig adopted, provisions

" should be adopt;ed to_liberalize the number of “drop out years” which are allowed

for family responsibilities. While as a society we pay lip service to the value of child
redring, we now penalize- women. who- choose to spend more than 5 years on this
activity. A November 1975 Monthly Labor Review article stated, ‘“Past estimates in-
dicated the birth of a child reduced the average number of years a married woman
could have expected to remain in the work force by 10 years, with_each. addmonal
child further reducmg the mother’s work-life expectancy from 2 to 3 years.” No
doubt; economic oressures now_ compel women to_reenter the work force earlier than

in previous years. The five yeur drop out rule is beneficial to women, bat it does not

‘go far enough. A targeted child care rredit for those eligible for the special mini-

mum is one way to efficiently reach the group most in need of this Li% - alization.
- As changes. are proposed for the social security system, the questiori . Jw these

changes will be financed miust be asked. Unfortunately, there are no «: ,; answers.
We recognize that the implementntion of earnings sharing may add sc.ne costs to

the social security system. Studies are now underway to find out what the impact is
of nings sharing on affected _groups. and the possible costs. We hope that these
studies will be careful and realistic in_the assumptions they make; so tggt their con-
clusions can be used in fashioning future public policy. We can only. hape that policy
makers w111 not play off the interest of one group.against. another in the neme of
“equity”’ or ccst savings:

Clearly, the American people are conicernied about poverty among tha elderly. Ina

1981 national study of public attitudes conducted for the American Cuuncil of Life

ernment spendmg on_programs to-support the elderly should be increased. This

same survey found that over half (55 percent) of the respondents believed that gov-
ernment support of social security should be increased. The survey, taken 2 years
before the passage of the 1983 Social Security Amendments; showed deep concern
about_the fu‘ure of social security, with 57 percent of the respon lents expressing *
lack of contidence in the system. While the 1983 Social Security Amcndments may
have addressed some_of the expressed_concerns; BPW USA believes ihat the con-
tinning inequities in the system contribute to the lack of confidence: Tke inequities
in the system must be addressed it a responsible manner, but the excuse that it is
“too expensive' to right the wrongs must not be tolerated. .

We commend th» Chair of this Task Force, Representative Oe'l't'ai-, for her leader-
shxp in- bringing tu the fore the inequities and inadequanci tf'
system. The system established over 40 years ago no longer-meets the rieeds of mi
lions of American women. The time has come for change. While the proposals dis-
cussed above may need refinement, we must not mdeﬁmtely delay action to make
the social security system more equxtable snd adequate in meeting the retirément
needs of older Americans.

Ms. OakAr. Thank you very much for your very excellent state-
ment:
" Tie Chair would like to say that we will adhere strlctly to the 5-
minute rule in questlonmg, mcludmg the Chan‘

derstand the social secuntz system Do you thmk that one of the

reasons that this issue has not gotten more response from Gongress
and Presidents—not only the currerit administration, but previous

H
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administrations—and the American public, in general—although
women feel very strongly akout it be :ause they understand it—be-
cause people are afraid of the complexity of the social security
system? _ S o ] e
How do we make it simple to explain? To me, it-seems easy to
say, “A working spouse can.expect.to get less than she would get if

she never worked at all,” and that seems easy to understand to
people—and that homemakers who are out of the work force, even
if they pay their credit; they are not going to be eligible for digabil-
ity.. o
People are really afraid of the social security system. o
_Ms. Forman: I think that’s probably true. I think I would prob-
ably agree on that. I think that another issue is that I don’t think

that the American public and many Members of Congress have
really héard about this issue enough. I don’t think that the prob-

lem has become a household word, so_to speak. I think there needs

to be a lot of education about the problems and, as you mentioned,
simplification of some of the technicalities. And even then, there
might be sonie resistance toward change: S

~ Ms: OakAR. Judy; you mentioned the poverty level. Of course, we
know that the poorest person in the country is a woman over 65
and it’s a cycle because she is not paid properly when she is in the
work force and then the inequities and inadequacies of her pension

or social security contributes to the final burden of poverty. )
You mentioned that 60 percent of the women depend on social
security. Do you know what the average check is? : -
~ Ms. Scuus. I would have to check my full written statement; biit
it’s a little over $300—$335 a month; I believe. =~ - -
 Ms. OAKAR. A little over $335 a month and that’s what most
women in tnis country live and depend on. Have you ever taken a
poll of you* membership to see how many get another pension?
" Ms. Scaus. We have not done our own membership. We. have
over the years—and it’s about 20 years now—been talking ahout

both social security and pension reform and they continue to come

up on our membership polls to determine our issues, as the No. 2
or No. 3 issue on a list of 5—No. 1 being passage and ratification of
the equal rights amendment: - S .

Social security and pensions continue to show up every single
year.on our legislative platform and that is a document adopted by

3,000 people and it comes from our states. So we know that there is

deep concern out there about both social security and pension in-

equities. = - - - e
‘Ms. Oakar. You know, most younger people—at least I didn’t

when 1 was younger—think of their benefits: They are so glad—

particularly women—to get the jobs that they very seldom ask
what the pensions are or what the social security system will mean

to them when they get older, let alone the health benefits and so
on. .. . . . B .

‘What can we do to educate our younger people, particularly
womern_in this case; concerning the inequities of social security?
_ Ms. Schus. I think that the people sitting at this' table and
‘future panels have a very important role to_play—all of the public
interest groups have an important role in the education of people,
both in the pension and the social security area. «

[N
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I would like to say though that we know that there has been an
exploitation of fear that somehow changes in the system are going
to impoverish women who have sperit their entire lives at home: I
mean, that has been the charge that has been made: 1t has been
spread and it comes either from ignorance or a desire to resist any

changes that would assist women. But we have to confront that
fear very directly. , o :
_ Ms. OArAR. Yes; of course, our earnings sharing bill does not
affect negatively the homemaker: In fact, it helps tne homemaker
because she then becomes eligible for disability andsoon.

__Alice, your organization is outstanding and you' specifically ad-
dress the plight of older women. Can you tell us a little bit more
about your Citizens’ Council that OWL has initiated as a kind of

grass roots group to get this kind of issue forward befere the Con-
gress and the President? o L
__Ms. QuiNLAN. Yes, I would be glad to. When the amendments
were passed and we realized that the Department of Health and
Human Services; in consultation with Senate Finarnce and House

Ways and Means, would be developing this report, we were very

pleased to know that it was the case; but it seemed to us that prob-
ably an important component was missing; namely, the voice of

persons who stand to be most directly affected by earnings sharing
and the voice of experts with experience both in aging and in social
security. We felt that a council that was outside of the Government

would have the greatest freedom to provide that voice and also to
serve as a watchdog, and, as I mentioned earlier, a catalyst to

make sure that the best possible plans on earnings sharing are de-
veloped, and that they are comprehensive and that they are devel-
oped in a timely fashion. ‘

. Our board president; Tish Sommers; and Dr. Arthur Fleming are
the cochairs and we have some 17 members and I have listed them
in an appendix to my statement. They include former Congress-
woman Martha Keyes; Marian Wright Edelman of the Children’s
Defense Fund; Judy Goldsmith from NOW; and-a number of other
persons representing organizations, persons with specific expertise
on the issue. It is bipartisan. There are both Republicans and

Democrats represented in the group:. . o ) o
Ms. Oakar. Well;, I want to thank you. My time has expired. 1
will be submitting some other questions to the panel in writing.
Congressman Daub: )
Mr. Daus. Thank you very much.

I had the chance last night to take the testimony home and I
read it all. I suppose part of the result was because it was my first
timme to be 7. ranking member. I suppose it was also because it was

the first time that I really had a chance to get a hold of some testi-
mony from the Aging Committee ahead of time. I really do want
you to know that I appreciate that: o .

I found some interesting things in common. All the way from
your testimony to the Eagle’s Forum testimony, which we will hear
shortly; I think it’s significant to note that there was a lot of
common ground oh thisisswe. - =

The Eagle’s Forum, known generally to be conservative, believes
that the idea of sharing at divorce has potential. They support
earnings credits inherently for a surviving spouse and they believe

il
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in_increasing the number of child care dropout years that can be
dropped from the earnings averaging period. L

_ So if you take a look at all of the testimony, you find three, four,
five, six points of agreement among everyone. I think that means

that we can do something and it may be just an argument aover de-
.grees. That’s where I would like to spend the rest of my O minutes
~ forquestions.
&~ Some say from statistics that divorced women, more often than
not; remarry. Some say that women live longer. Therefore, whether
it’s an earnings-based or means-tested recalculation the woman is
probably going to _take out m:re from the social security system,
yet, the potential for dependent benefits and for child-raising bene-
fits may be eliminated by some of the changes that are proposed.
 There is a whole field of questions related to this concern. My
question to each of you would be; since the pie has 100 percent in
it, and if, on_the one hand, we read a story like we did in the
Washington Post a couple of days ago that 84 percent of all those
employed are covered by some -pension plan—if, in fact, that story -
is true you need to let us know from your point of view—if we

want IRA’s, if we want better pension benefits, if we want better

From the studies you so eloquently describe in your. testimony
can you tell me how we arrive at the method by which these addi-
tional programs are paid for? Where should it be, higher payroll
taxes? Should we implement a means.test within certain categories
of social security? Where would you like us to head if we do some
of these things that you think we should be doing in social secu-
rity? I agree with ssme of them. I am asking you, what is your fi-
-nancing methed? . o
Ms. QUINLAN. Mr: Daub, I think we are a long ways from looking

specifically at financing until we have a sense of possible proposals
and what they will cost. I think in all of our testimony here this
-morning, again, another common thread that you probably heard is.

“There are many variables that will determine how much addi-
tional funding; for instance; might be necessary for an earnings.
sharing plan. I think several of us in our testimony pointed out

what some of those questions would be: Is it optional? Is it manda-
tory? When does it take effect? How long are the trarsition peri-
ods? What will be done with the variety of issues, like, will there
be disability coverage for homemakers; for instance? i )
__ Until it becomes clearer what the pieces are of the package—and

that is, of course, one of the charges to the HHS to come up with—
what impact would earnings sharing on various beneficiaries and
how could any potential negative impacts be offset? It would be

very difficult to do any kind of costing out of that, and certainly,
it's premature; therefore, to say where and how additional funds
would be raised.

Mr. Daug: OK. Thank you: o

Ms. Forman. I would like to speak to that.
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I agree wuth Allce that 1t 1s premature, but eventuaally we. w111
have to talk about it. I think that I would be opposed and my orga-

nization would be opposed to any kind of financing mechanism that
would further tax lower income individuals—value-added taxes,

kinds.of regressxve taxes, we feel, would be a problem: ,
ome kind of combination-of general revenues with other fuuds B
might be useful. When we talked before the Senate Finduce Coin-
mittee about financing the system, we talked about raising the
maximim wage base, which iS a way to raise some imoney. If not
for employees’and employers, perhaps for employers only.
~ Mr,Daus. Let me say there that I voted against the TEFRA bill,
One of the reasons I voted against it was'I looked at the fixed and

defined benefit changes that were included for pension plans and I
saw a real calamity occurring. If ERISA didn’t find enough fixed
and defined plans to terminate, the requirement to rewrite and to
recertify all of those plans is going to cause another group of plans
- to terminate. It may affect sm.ai: imployers particularly and those

_ that employ women: So we are Zoing
at it in the next 3 or 4 years and it’s going to he a big problem.
Ms. FormMAN. But employers who employ women will not have to
pay above the taxable wage base because so few women earn above
the taxable wage base.
Ms: Schus: I would like to address an earlier part of your state-
ment where you mentioned the 84 percent of all workers hdave cov-

erage. I saw the figures, too, and I thought about it and I "eahzed

that what had happened—and it’s very typical in the pension
area—is that we have got all of our terms all mixed up. Very possi-
bly, 84 percent of the work force would have, under very special
circumstances; access to pensions. :

The key issue is vesting and age of participation. Less than one °

in five women workers_today, at age 65, collects any private pen-
sion dollars. That’s really terrible for women and it’s not very good
for men. Less than4 in 10 men collect any private pension dollars:
I mean, the situation is bad for hoth men and women. Most work-

ers do not ever qualify for a pension-if they are in covered employ-
" ment.

Then there is theyvhgl’e percentage of people who are not in cov-
sion benefits.

Mr. Daus. My time is up but let me conclude. I represented 54

pension and proﬁt—sharmg _plans when I. _was_an attorney in

51on, groﬁt sharmgand ‘planiiing. I fully agree that it was an auda-
cious statement. 1 don’t kncw where in the world they got their fig-
ures.

I wanted however, to give you this idea of the image again; the
problem; is that we have to think about how to financ: all of this;
as an adjurnct to where we end up.

So I ask that qnestlon and would welcome any further amplifica-
tlon of my quéstions by letter for the record. Finally, to conclude
by saying how very, very much I appreciate the thoroughrprxjepara-

tion it was. obvious to me you undertook to be with us today. It is

appreciated.
Ms: Oakar: Thank you very much:
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T would like to ask ihe indulgence of my tusk force members.
Senator Cranston i€ here. What I wotild like to do is ask Senator
Cranston to testlfv and then come 1mmed1ately to Ms. Ferraro for
questions of these three _panelists; if you don’t mind; because [
know the schedule we all have.

- So if we could just ask you to. come back as soon us we hear from

we don’ t want to hold him up.

~ We are happy to have Senatof Alan Cranston, who has an 1mp¢og
deeply grateful to you for your work m this issue and for your in-
troduction of S. 3 and . for your assistance and push to get an
amzndment in the social security reform package that would man-
date HHS to look at our legislation and come up with mutuai solu-
tions. -

So I am very grateful to you, Senator. We would hke to hear
your testitnony and you can proceed in whatever way is most com-
fortablz:

STATEMENT OF HON: ALAN CRANSTON; A U:S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Senator CRANSTON. Thank yoii very much for those generous. re-'
marks and thank you for the.: pportunity to be with you today. I
have great respect for the work that you have been doing in 1déiit1—
fying and finding solutions to problems of women in regard to

social security and I am delighted to be the author of a companion
bill to your biil that seeks to deal with those problems through the
earnings-sharing concept.

_This task force is well aware, I know, of the truly dlre economlc A
c1rcumstances faced by large ‘numbers of older women in our soci-

elderly in this Nation who live in poverty are women. The vast ma-
jority live alone and rely on social secunty as their primary source
of income: Unfortunately the socia’ security benefits received by
these women are often inadequate. The average social security
benefits received by women are far below the average benefits re-
ceived by men, as you well know. ==

The causes for these lower benefit levels are diverse. A lifetime

of lower earnings resulting frcm a lack of equal employment prac-
tices is a major factor; but the soéial security benefit stricture also
contributes to this result. The fundamental problem is that our
current system was designed half a century ago when the role of
women in our society was vastly different from what it is today.
The system is based upon the concept of a lifelong couple with cne
wage earner and a dependent spouse. Our society has changed dra-
matically over the last 50 years and the typical family of the 1930’s

and 1940’s is not the typical family of today ]

" The percentage of married women in the work force exceeds 50
percent and, whether we like it or not, one in three marriages

today ends in divorce: It is no longer true that women are likely to

be lifelong homemakers or lifelong wage earners. These roles are
combined and interchanged throughout a lifetime. Despite these _

“+
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changes the social security system Ct}Z!tinllesto operate on the basis
of a philosophy designed for an era when most women did not work

and when most women were part of a lifelong marriage. For the

vast majority of women and families that no longer fit into that

pattern, the system simply fails to provide either -adequately or
equitably. Both women in the paid work force and homemakers

face problems under the current system. Women who work out of
the home often find that their_years of work and contribution to
the social security system make little or no difference in their
benefit levels: o P ,
. Many are no better off than if they had never worked or paid
into the system. After, years of jwork as a homemaker a divorced
woman may find herself without any work record of her own and
eligible only as a dependent spouse. Those dependent spouse bene-
fits set at 50 percent of the primary benefit are likely to be waeful-
‘ly inadequate to liveonalone. /. -~ 7 7

__Widows are equally ,Vﬁlﬁéfé}ilé;, Unless she is able to establish a
sufficient social security account in her own name after the death
of her spouse, she will be dependent upon his record and unable to
add any credits to that account frem earnings after his death.
- The current system also é,llbWS for inequities between one-earner

families and two-earner families. ‘T'wo-earner families often find

themselves receiving lower 'benefits than a single-earner family

with identical contributions to the social security system. The sur-
vivor of a two-earner family will also receive a lower benefit. In
short, the current system simply doesn’t adequately or equitably
protect many of today’s families. =~ o
1 strongly believe that it is of the utmost urgency that we begin
the task of revising the social security system to recognize aiid re-
flect the changitig ‘roles/ and responsibilities of both men and
women in our socizty and provide for a more equitable recognition
of their contributions to a family unit. . . o
I also strongly believe that the earnings-sharing approach is the
most. direct; most equitable; and most practical way to accomplish
this. Earnings sharing recognizes marriage as a partnership and
provides that the combined earnings of a married couple will be
St abaved: . .
.ncept of dependency which exists in the current benefit
- would be replaced by the concept of equality. Under earn-

ings sharing, each spouse would fiave independent social security

protection. The value and contributions of the homemuker would
be recognized. Women who enter and leave the work force to meet
child-rearing needs would no longer be penalized by gaps in their
social security coverage. The current discrinination against two-
earner families would be eliminated. L L
_ For these reasons, earnings sharing has repeatedly been identi-
fied as the best approach to dealing with these multiple problems:;

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

There are, of course, many impoitant issues that must be resolved

in making a change of this scope.and dimension. Adequate transi-
tion provisions must be designed that will provide necessary. protec-
tions. Adequate phase-in time mus: be provided so that individuals
can plan intelligently. But the complexi:y of the issues which must
be resolved does not mean that they are insoluble.

/
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_ The ongoing work by HHS to develop its earnings sharing imple-
mentation report pursuant to my amendment to the 1983 social se-

curity reform legislation; the work being done by the private indi-
viduals and organizations associated with the Te~hnical Committee

on Social Security Reform; and the formation iast week by the
Older Women’s League of a new bipartisan Citizens’ Council on
Earnings Sharing, chaired by my own constituerd Tish Sommers
and one of America’s most able public servants, Arthur Fleming;
should provide the stimulus and momentum that is needed to bring
about these needed changes. =~ . - .

" It’s fair to say, I believe, that earnings sharing is an idea whose
time is about to come and together we can make sure that it does

come.
Thank you.

[The prepared statenient of Senator Cranston follows:]
PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR ALAN CRANSTON

I deeply appreciate this opportunity to offer testimony. on the very important
issue of the problems facing women under the current social.security system. This
Task Force, under the ,ttemendogs,;l,e,ﬂﬂe[shin,Qf,B,eaP!@éﬁ@,ﬁf'é Mary Rose Oakar,
has played a critical role in_helping to identify and develop solutions to the prob-
lems faced by older wemen. I am pleased to have introduced in the Senate, S. 3, the
companion legislation to the earnings sharing legis:ation introduced by Representa-
tive Oakar, and I 10k forward to continuing to work closely with this Task Force
and its chair on this and other issues of critical importance to millions of older
women. . .. S

" strongly believe that it is of the utmost urgency that we begin the task of revis-
ing the social security system to_recognize and reflect the changing roles and re-
sponisibilities of both men and women in our society and provide for a more equita-
ble recognition -of their contributions to a family umit. _____ __ ... _
"1 also strongly believe that the earnings sharing concept; which the chair of this
Task Force has so ably championed, repraserits the most direct, most _equitable and -
most practical way of modifying the sucial secarity benefit structure to meet the
needs of today's society. -

- OLD AGE AND POVERTY
To understand the need for reform in the social security system, it is im

understand the conditions of poverty and dependency which face millions of older

portarit to -

women in our society. : - . i ——
__The problem if poverty in old age is primarily & problem afflicting women. Seven-
ty-two_percent of the elderly in this Nation who live in poverty are women. Most of
them live alone and a majority of these women—60 percent—rely-upon social secu-
rity as their sole source of income. In contrast, only 46 percent of unmarried male

social security recipients and 29 percent of married couples receive no other incor: .
Not only are women more likely to be totally dependent upon social security, thr<
benefit levels are substantially below benefits received by men. The average soci.’
security income for all aged womeu in 1978 was $2,527 compared to $3,390 for mer.
The result is that 38 percent of unmarried women receiving social security benefits
live in poverty, whereas only 23 percent of the unmarried male recipients and 7 per-
cent of couples live in poveity. One principal difference is. that. most_elderly
women—63 percent—are alone in old age. In contrast, 75 percent of elderly men live
with a_spouse. Thus, men are likely to live in retiremeit-with a combined social
security benefit; women are Jikely to live oniy on their own inadequate benefit.
" In every- category—private pensions, asset income, earnings, and social security
beriefits—older women have dramatically fewer resources and less inicome in old age
than older men. e
There are, of course. many factors which contribute to the economic hardships
which face women in tieir retirement years. A life time of lower earnings, resulting
from a lack of equal employmeént opportunities is a major element in the impover-
ished economic circumstances of many older women: The social security system
itself plays a major role because it fails to take into account the changing roles and
needs of American women: ’ .
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in an era when the role of women ifi-our soclety was far dlfferent from what it i8
today In the 1930's_when the social security program was- created, the fypxcal
who

ed

women_was Jess than 17 percent; and fewer than 1 in 12 mamages e,mied,m divorce.
The social security benefit structure was thus. established on the concept of a hfe—
long couple with one wage earner and a dependent spouse:.
- The situation has dramatically changed over the past. 50 years and the typxcal
family of the.thirties and forties.is not the typical family of today. Women have
become a major part of America’s work force, enriching the wotld of work with
their contributions and productivity, despite continuing wage discrimination_and
em:’ nt barriers. The percentage of married women in the work force exceeds
H0 percent, and it has been estimated that 90 percent of all ‘wonwen _spend some _por-
tion of their lives in the work force; many of them moving in and out of the roles of
wage earners and homemakers as the needs of their families change: It i3 no longer
true_that wornien are likely to be either. lifelong homemakers or lifelong wage earn-
ers; these rijics are combined and interchanged throughout a lifetime.

- Similarly, we must recognize, like it or :ot, that the status of marriage- has

changed dramatically over the past 50 yeai'f, Today one in three marriages ends in

5 ‘massive changes in our society, the sociai security system has con-
inued to operate on the basis of a_philosophy designed for an era when-most women'
did not work and when most were part of a. lifelong marriage. Consequently;. the
current qystem -works well only for that relatlvely small number of. women whose

will grow in the coming decades. B
~ Under the current system, a_woman can,rec,elve benefits as a covered worker
based upon her own earnings record or she can receive beneﬁtsas adependent wife;

widow; or ex-wife of a covered worker; but she canmnot receive both benefits. If she is
entitled to both a worker's benefit and a dependent spouse’s benefit, she receives
only the higher of the two benefits and loses.the other. .. .

A dependent spouse benefit is eqiidl to 50 percent of the benefit -of the workmg
spouse. Because many women have gaps in their work histories due to absences

lities and ge: lly have much

from the workplace for childcare or other responsibi
lower earnings records, many fir i
greater than the benefits they would be entitied to receive on the basis of their own

work_history. Thus; many married women who enter the work force and make con-
tributions to the social security system find that their years of work and contribu-
tions make little or no.differerize in their benefit levels. They & » no better off than
if they have never worked and never paid into the social security system.
- The inequities of the current system can be even-more acute ior those women who
have been full-time homemakers and are displaced from that role either by 'divorce
or ‘the death of a spouse. After years of work as a homemaker in a marriage, a di-
d ‘woman may | find herself without any work record of her own and eligible f

ment age she cannot recexve any socxal security benefits unlese the marriage lasted
10 years.. Even lf she [S able to recelve a spouse beneﬁt lt is likely to. be woefully

vorce- and-who will be able to rely upon a combmatxonmf their husband’s 100- -per-

cent benefit and the additional 50-percent spouse benefit. The spouse benefit may
well be insufficient to live on alone.
A widow is equally vulnerable under the present system. Unless she has been able
tn establish a sufficient s,o,c,lglfse,cm,ty account in_her own name; she will be depend-
ent_upon the work and earnings record of her deceased spouse. Unable to build up
satficient credits in her own account and unable to add his credits to her account to
the extent of her earnings after his death, she is likely to be left with a benéfit level
that condemns her to entenng retlrement in.poverty. -

The current system also discriminates against intact families with two-wage earn-

ers as contrasted with one-wage earner families. Under the benefit calculation for-

one-earner couple with exactly the same lifetime earnings. Thus. one family with
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average monthly earnings of $£1,000 and one-wage earner can iltimately receive
higher benefits from social security than another family with the exact same aver-
#ge earnings;, but with two-wage earpers contributing to the total family income
This occiirs because of the dependent spouse benefit and because of the formulu
which is used to calculate henefits: This also means that a survivor of such a two-

earner family will also get lower benefits than a survivor of a one-earner family.

EARNINGS SHARING—A CONCEPT FOR TODAY'S MARKRIAGE PARTNEEYHIP

_As_I mentioned earlier; 1 have introduced legislation in the Senate, 5. 3 during
the 98th Congress and S: 3034 during the 97th Congress, which would incorporate
the coricept of "‘earnings sharing” into the social security system. Under the basic
proposal, -in order -to compiite-social. security benefits, all to.the. earnings of a mar-
ried couple wotild be combined and divided equally. between the spouses upon retire-
{ divorce. Each spouse woild have established for himself and individual
social_security account. Earnings ac:juired before or after a marriage would go into
this individual account along with whatever share each member acquired during
marriage. The concept of dependency would be replaced by concept of equality.

Although this is a major change form the current social security sys*”.m of benefit
dccrual; it is o principle which is now applied_in virtually every jurisdiction with
Fespect to othier assets acquired during a marriage. Upon the termination of a mar-
riage, these other assets are generally divided equally between the husband and
Interests in other -pension- programs are now . viewed as part of the assets ac-
»d during the marriage and are-considered in-the division of property between
mination of the marriage. The sainie woiild be triie under the

quire r
the couple upon th n
earnings sharing concept we propose to apply to the social seciirity-system. .. :
There have. of course; been numerous proposals made to deal with inequities and
inudequacies. of the current_system. The "earnings sharing” concept, however, has
fiumerous advantages:. It would eliminate the current discrimination against two-
wage earner families. They would no longer receive lower benefits than one-earner
families with identical earnings records: It would recognize the value of the contri- -
bution of a homemaker and accord her with & social security account in her own
right. Upon divorce-or death of * «pouse, a woman could build upon the separate
account created for her during vears of marriage, rather than be. forced to start
from scratch in establishing a .. . .al security account. Likewise, ~redits, from earn:
ings she receives prior to marriage will be able to be added to her account accrued
during marriage. The same, of course, would be true for the husband. Women who
enter and leave the work force to fill the necessary child-rearing roles would ro
longer be penalized by gaps in their social security coverage.
For these reasons, earnings sharing continues to be identiiie
and equitable approach to dealing with_the special problems face
current social seciirity system. Six of the 15 members of the recent National Com-
mission on Social Security Reform identified earnings sharing in_that way; although
the mandate of that Commission- was not focused upon the. special problems of

~ women. Other task forces and studies have resich similar conclusions.

WORKING OUT THE DETAILS
. 1do not mean to understate the immense challenge that lies before us in attempt-
i to design a major restructuring of social security to incorporate the earnings:
sharing concept.. Exactly how the program should be designed and type of
transitional -mechanisms. are needed to protect the interests of all individuals who
might be affected by sich a change are important issues which must be thoroughly
considered and analyzed. Obviously, groat care. must be taken whenever. changes of

scope and dimension are contemplated.so that unintended consequences do not

arise Adequate tim hase-in

uals_can_ plan_intelligently for their retirement years. But the complexity of the

issues which must be resolved does not mean they are insoluable. . - ..
To help provide the technical analysis and data needed to develop further the

earnings sharing_ legislation; I authored the amer nt which was enacted -as part

of the 1983 social security reform legislation, Pul

r a phase-in of the changes r.-ust be provided so that individ-

blic Law 98-21, which requires the
Secretary of Health and Human Services to provide Congress with an implementa-
tion report on.earnings.sharing. This report is due in July of 1984. Shortly after
enactment of this provision, | wrote to Secretary of Health and Human Services and -
asked that-my staff be kept advised as to the progress of this report. As_you know,

tives twice on this issue, and-it-appears that good progress is being made by the
Department on the groundwork for this report. . : .

. our staffs have met with Department of Health and Human Services representa-
ot



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

81

mlttee on Souul Security | Rclorm for Women with the Urban Institute on the earn-
ings sharing concept. A representative from that Comtnittee will be testifying today

and telling. you about some of the very important and very promising work that has
been dotie by that group. :

Another very promising developmeul was th° formation. last week bane Older

Women's League of a bi-partisan Citizer's Council oni Earnings Sharing. Tke distin-
quished list of leaders ina degfyanety of areas concerned \w'h thlé 1ssue who have
joined this Council is very encouraging. I am also proud - that my_own con-
stituent,. Tish Sommers, serves as the co-chair of this . )uncil with one of
Anmierica's most able public servants, Arthur Fleming.-

I am confident that we are moving forward on this lmportant issue and are estab-

lishing real momentum. The mtgrggt,gfﬁthfls Task Force, lead by Representative
Qukar. combined with the work which is being done at HHS pursuant to Public Law
‘)R "1 and the work and commxtment ev1dem:ed by the pnvate mdlvnduals and orga-

stimulus that is needed to brmg about the needed changes in the basic stru-ture of
the social security system.

. It's fuir to say, I believe: that earnings sharing is; indeed; an idea whore tlme is
Just dbout to come.

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

leadershlp on thls issue, partlcularly on the Senate 51de and we are
very, very grateful for your statement and all the wori: that you
have done:

Mr. Daus. Thark you very miuch for sharing your very impor-

tant testimony today, Senator. We appreciate your taking time

from your busy schedule.
Senator CransToN. Thank you very much and I appremate the

presence of all of you. It’s good to see each of you and I thank you

for letting me appear very soon after I came because I do have a
very hectic schedule today.
Ms OAKAR We know your schedule, these days especiilly, is

Ms. Oakar. Wit™ -t olyectxon

Senator Cransi  Thank you:
Ms. Oakar. W going to resume our questlonmg now of our

other three witn : TG
Ms. 1' ‘erraro?
Ms: FErraro. Thank yoa verv 'nuch Madam_Chair:

_ I guess while our panelists :.. gettiiig back intc ‘aeir seats, I
just wanted to adress the cominents of my distinguished colleague
from Kansas.

You are almost suggestmg that the panel‘sts—m fact I thiiik

you were suggesting that the? figiire out a way to finance fairness

for women in the social sec. tty system 1 have to tell _you . that 1

N L o o L e L o e L T e T e e -l

about weapoiis -nd I never gch asked those zuye how we were
going to finince the increased amount of the budget tn it they are
takmg up_for military weaponry in oracr to provide it for them. I

don’t think thai’s the point.

NO4)
U3
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I mean; we may got to a pay-as-you-go budget sitvat'sn—I am a

friiilétiibéi' of the Budget Committee and we are eve :..-king about
that—-—- - )

Mr. DauBs. Would the gentlewoman yield for just a moment?

 Ms. FErrARO. As soon as I finish my sentence—especially when
we are facit;z $200 billion deficits right now. But I don’t think that
that should be the:concern of the panel. I think that it is our con-

cern to see how we allocate the funds that we have and the rev-
enues that we have. e

Mr. Daus. If the gentiewoman would yield on that point.

Ms: FErrARO: I will yield. . . L

Mr. Daus. I am from Nebraska and I appreciate the reference.
_ Ms. Ferraro. I am sorry. I alwsys move you arctnd. That's the
second time I have doneit. - :
" Mr. Daus. I know. And the otter thing I want to say to you is
that I can’t speak for anyone else; but, I asked the people in the
P,}:entégéﬁ how they were going to pay for it, too. I am tired of
them—— . ; -

Ms. Ferraro. Did you get an answer? - . :

Mr. Daus. You are darn right I got a1 answer. I alsc supported a
5-percent cut in the President’s defense budget from the beginning
and I am going to continiie to do that. So, I, for one, am not going

to let them sit up on a pedestal, free of the same kind of scrutiny.
Of course, the purpose for my questions were as Jegitimate and sin-
cere as I could mean them to be because we are always going to

have to face the question on any front: : o
~ Ms. Ferraro. I don’t question the gentleman’s sincerity. 1 am

just rather intrigued. If you would he good enough; you know; at

another time to share the response you got from the Pertagon on
how we are going to pay for the increases in defense spending 1

would be delighted to introduce legislation with you to see that we

can raise the funds so that we don’t increase the deficit by the

amounts that we are '-ow.

I would like to use the balance of my 5 minutes just to get from

the panel what your feeling is with reference to the change in our
society and whether or not the earnings sharing piece of tnis_prob-
lem will be exacerbatei over the next several years. And by that I
mean this: There are going to be more and more women in the
work force as contributors: There are going to_be; obviously, less
and less women just as full-time homemakers. Will that change the
earnings sharing importance as more women participate in the
work force; - o o
Ms. ForMan. I would like to speak to that. - o
 No, I don’t beli~ve it will; for a number of reasons. One is; al-
though more and more women niight be entering the work force
there is s%iil a large wage gap sothat the low earnings will still be
a problem, will still c:.ase the differences in retirement broefits.
Ms. FERRARO. Lei me stop you right there for a minute. Suppose
we were to address that by having some sort of a base amount of
money that one could collect as a spouse plus another entitlement
from the participation that she made by working herself. Suppose
we were to go for a'dual entitlement portion of the social security

system.. e 5
Ms. FORMAN. You mean a double-decker type of system?
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Ms. Ferraro. Yes. '

Ms. Forman: | ‘hink that has been discussed an awful lot and I
think one of the problems that they are—there have been a
number of problems, but one has to do with one of the lower levels

probably becoming means tested at some point and a lack of sup-
port for that type of system in our country.

Léet me just go back to answer what youi asked earlier. There was
a study done in 1982, I believe, using 1978 data by the social secu-

rity system, which pointed out that the dual entitlement. problem,
that is; women getting a hlgher benefit as a spouse than as a
worker, seems to be increasing, not decreasing, for various reasons
50 that this problem will remain. Even though women are entering
tite work force in greater numbers, they are qualifying for benefits

based on their worker’s record, those beneﬁts will be lower than

their spouse benefits.

Ms FERRARO. Does anybody e;lse have a comment‘? ]

and stay in the wori' force longer, you will have an exacerbation of
the problem of the inequity between one- and two-earner couples:
Further; even if the projections are correct; that most; if. not all
aduit women; will work most of their adult lives; in the very near
future, women are still going to take time out of the work force to

bear children: At the other end of the age spectrum we are seemg

for elderly parents—the burden of care for dependent elderly falls
almost always on the woman: That’s just the way our society

works: So the number of years out of the work force; the issue of
the 5 dropout years and what one does about that will continue
and I think, perhaps, may even increase as miore and more women
work.

Ms. FERrRARO. What are the features of earnmgs sharmg that you

f'md most appealing?
Ms. Scuus. I think we have all said it. It is based on a principle

that marriage is a partnership—it is both_an economic and a social
partnership. Further; it eliminates this ineqiity where a_woman
can work a significant part of her adult life and collect nothing in

her own rlght even though she has pald into the system for many -
years.

ther, it recognizes s value of child reari: g and other types of de-

pendent care because & worman who stays cut of the work force for
a number of years is not penalized for that behavior.
Ms. Ferraro. Tharik you very much. :uny other comments?

Ms. QuiNLaN: [ would like to take your line of questioninyg just
one little bit further, if I might, in making one final commeri. here.
There are certainly people wlio have said:

~ We can seeyour statistics on_the poverty among older women, but isr: t this the
last. generation of women who. will find themselves in this partlcular predicument?
Isn't it due primarily to the fact that they followed the role of more traditional
homemal'iers, that they don't have pension beiiefits for tliat reasoii, but with the in-
crease ¢l labor force participation dwiong- women, with- women - moving on up the
career ladder. with them getting pension benefits, this is all going to -niiher away
and we wen't basicaily have to deal with this problem any longer?
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I think that, among_ other things, that doesn’t appropriately rec.
ognize the degree of labor force participation by middle-aged
women that has been the case all along: Partly because of the way

the statistics are collected, many people do not realize that for
more than 20 years labor force participation by women in their fif-
ties has heen at the 50-percent mark. If you_think about that for a
minute, if that has been the case for more than 20 vears, it means
that women who are now in their seventies, half of them, when
they were in their fifties, were in the paid labor force. Why. haven’t

" the peverty levels decreased because of that? It has to do with occu-
pational segregation. It has to do with the low-wage jobs that they
were in: It has to do with inequitable pension laws. Aund until we

have those changes, we cleurly are not going to see, merely
through increased labor force participation; great changes in pover-

ty levels ariong older women.
Ms. FErrARO. Thank you.
Ms. OakAR. Thank you very much, Congrezswoman.
I want to thank the panel—— S
Mr. DAUB. Would #::e Chnir indulge mc for one moment?
Ms. OAKAR. Sure. - L :
Mr. DauB. The National Organization for Women has recom-

mended that as a source of financing for some of these things we
look at the field of taxation and fringe henefite: T don’t "vant to

elaborate now, but if any of you have an interest in this type of

taxation as a source could you write me a note? I would like_to
take a look at it as an optinn. I think it is another part of this
puzzle. . : L o
" Ms. Oakagr. Well. our next witness happens to be from the Na-

tional Organ’zation for Women, so maybe we shoul- let that orga-
nization speak for itself.

"I want to thank the panelists very mich and thank you for the
great work you are doing on this issue and many other issues.

Ms. ForMAN. Thank you for this opportunity.

' Ms. Scuus: Thank you.

_Ms. OakAR. Our next witnesses are Mary Jean Collins, who is
the vice president, Action, the National Organizatior. ict ¥omica
and Catherine East, whe is the legislative director fo: titz MNeticnal

Women's Political Caucus. We are very happy to have kot of you

with us today and we are grataful to your organizations toe their
leadership. . = - o
Mary Jean; would you like to begin?
Ms. CoLLins. Cartainly. ‘
PANEL TWG—CCHSISTING OF MARY JRAN COLLINS; VICE PRESI-
DENT, 4CTION, NATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR WOMEN, INC,
AND CATHMFXINz EAST, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL
WOMEN'S POLITICAL CAUCUS
STATEMENT OF MARY JEAN COLLINS

 Ms. CoLiiNs. My name is Mary Jean Collins, vice r-esident,

Action, of the National Organization for Women, Inc., the largest

worien’s rights organization in the Nation. I am pleased to b able

to address this tack force and & wish to thank Congresswoman

Oakar for her long-standing support for reform of the inequities in
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women.
~ I have submitted written testunony for the record that details
some of the major structural problems with social security. I would

also like to submit an artxcle from _the most recent Harvard
Womieii's Law Journal called, “Case Studies in *hne Treatmert of

' Women under Social Security Law: The Need for Reform,” by Con-

-gresswoman Mikulski and Ellen: Brown,; for the record.

Ms. Oakar. Without objection, we would be happy to receive the
materlal for the record:

Ms, CorLins. Thank you.

_In my oral comments I want to highlight the concept of earnings
sharmg as a major solution to the problems faced by wcnen under
the social security system.

NOW supports Representative Oakar’s ki, HiR. 2742, requiring

mandatory earnings sharing in determmmg social securlty bene-
fits. This is ‘ne most obvious reform that 'would eliminate the con-
cept of dependency inherent in spouse benefits that arc¢ derived
from worker benefits and to begin treating. marriage as an econom-

ic partnership. Viewing marriage as an economic partnership is
not a radical idea. In the Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981, Con-
gress recognized this partnership by exempting estates passed to
the surviving spouse from inheritance taxes: .

The income on which social security taxes is ]aald is income avail-
able to the famlly Yet to social security it belongs only to the mdl-

time earnmgs as degendents of their husbands with no credit for

any contributions to the social security system they have made.
Earnings sharing at its basic level, means establishing separate
social security accounts for every person. When unmarried, one’s

own earnings would be recorded in one's account: When married;
the couples combined earnings would be equally divided betiween
each Spouse’s acC Junt.

_ At retirement each person would receive a social secunt* benefit
based on tbe record of earnings in the accor nt. Earnings credlts dc-

cumulated during a marriage should be au:omatically transferred

to the surv.ving §poiise or ex-spouse upon the death of her or his
former partner. -

The concept of earnmgs sharmg, like. marrlage as an economic
partiiership, is not 2xtreinie ided. In fact, the coriceptual | prece-

dent c¢¥ earninss : .+ g is_the now. well-tested law of community
property; a5 vowstew . at by Commissioner Mary Falby Fuller in her
supple: -~ .y statement to the report of the National Commission

on_Soc... wecurity.
Earnings sharing would insure that all employed women bernefit

from thei: social security contributions: It would offer special pro-
tectiop to divorced women because the record of combined earnings
would be portable and thus outlast th: marriage. Lifetime home-
makers who are divorced before the 10th year of marriage would
benefit sighificantly. Today they would not qualify for a spouse

benefit based on their ex-husband’ 5 earnings and every year work-

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

ow:i work bene ﬁu would i based. Under earnings sharing, nowev-
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er, every year that one partner is employed both purtners get
credit for Ralf those carnings. We would put these chatiges into the
law now £nd provide benefits under a transitional formula.so that
those retiring in the near future are not adversely affected by the
change. Couples could, for instance, receive either benefits based on
shared earnings or a benefit calculated under a transitional formu-
la assuring the same purchasing power as under present law.

~ There. have beeii several earnings sharing proposals in the past.
In1 fact; the National Commission on Social Security Reform did not
officially recommend earnings sharing, but six members added sup-

_plemental statemerits supporting an earnings sharing proposal.

A" The cost and savings of these earnings sharing proposals varies

* widely depending on the specification of the proposals. Representa-
tive Oakar’s. and Senator Crantton’s earnings sharing propocals
provide the beginning framework for debate on the best ways to
improve the system for all women: Since the immediate social secu-
rity financing problems were reuolved last spring, we ‘only hope
that these proposals would be given serious consideration by both
Houses of Congress. - . . T T
V¢ also hope that the ‘HIS is continuing to investigate this
issue. NOW recognizes thai these essential reforms do not come
cheap and that social security, as currently financed, could not
afford them. These ch:anges must_ be paid for—we would not sug-
gest otherwise. There are a variety of options for raising the re-
quired funds for these important reforms. = _ -
" Congress could, for ezample, subject a portion of fringe benefits
to social security tax. The 1982 Social Security Trustces’ Report as-
sumes that fringe benefits will grow as a portion of (3tal employee

Lompensation from 16 percent today to 38 percent in 2060, It is

well within Congress power to t2x a part of this now untaxed com-
pensation. Congress could, for instance, phase in a tax on fringe
benetits in excess of 25 percent of total compensation. '

Indeed;, good public policy almnst d¢mands that such a large
amount of untaxed compensation not remain uncart:-’ (oed
public policy certain!v demands that social securitr u
more equitably or else the poverty that plagues tog- a
of elderly women will visit tomorrow’s as well. Last PR o
telephoned to tell NOW of the Social Security Admi.. - u's e
markable new computers, which can :estimate bene.  rvels 75
years from- now.. These computer runs revealed, amvng other
things; that today’s disparities between men’s and women'’s social
seciirity benefits would remain the same over the 75-year _projec-
tion period. Women would fare no. better in 2062 iiian they do
today. “What,” we ask, “does social security propose to do about
this problem?” “Why, nothirg;” the reporter replied, saying that
the Saciai Security Administration did not consider it a problem:

" The Faderal Government kas, for a generation, warr:d on pover-
ty. We niust not and will not ignore the poverty of eld:irly womien.
We will not remain silent while our primary system of social insur-
ance treats half the Nation unfairly and perpetuates its poverty.
Congress must ensure that the retired women of the future fire

better than SSA is willinz to let them: Congress can. best do so by
immediate passage of earnings sharing and dependent’s care cred-

its. Unless Congress acts now, social security. will continue to short-
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char - \mericap wors.n, 1. 1 disastrcir results for women and
for wuntry.
’ you.

. ' repared statem .. 1 M. {'olling foliows ]

Tes  1¥ OF tH: Mamiirar TRGANIZATION FOR Wonesr, Prresioven 8 MALY JEAN
Co 8, VICE PRESIDE!. -, SOCIAL Si**'RITY. OLD AGE AND SUFR+ Y0R8 INSURANCE
Pr¢ M

__1 am pleased to testify today aboai ~9iv‘is <« 1o the problems women face « ider

the current Social Security Old Age ar.d Sir~ ‘vuré Ingurahce Prograta. The Nation-

al Organization for Womer., with nesily 750K iwmbers, the nation’s largest orga-
nization dedicated to e:adicating sox discrimination, has long been concerned with
inequities in Sociz! Security that have had a disparate end harmful impact on

women. . 5 S o= e oo

_To begin with; despite sericas flws for women in Sacial Seciirity, NOW firmly

believes that it must.be preserved, and c-tegorically rejects any attémpt to repla
it with a voluntary plan or otherwise changs ita structure radically. We believe this
mandatory system of social insurance has graerally served Americane. well for

nearly fiity years although it clearly requires ravision to.serve woitien adequately.
__ Although the purpose of this hearing is to prez :nt solutions to problems of inequi-
ties for women under the current Social Seciirity system, solutions follow_directly
from problemis, 8 I have divided my testimony ir » systemic problems and systemic
solutions. - .

BACKGROUND—SYSTEMATIC PROBELEMS FOR WOMEN :
The.Social Security system is of great importance for the 19, million women now
receiving benefits, for the 51 million women who pay Social Security taxes and the
millions more who will pay those taxes and receive benefits in the future,’ 91 per-
cent of retired women receive Social Security benefits; by contrast, only 10 percent
have private. pensions.? Social Security is the-sole income source for most elderly
women and it has made these women more self-sufficient; has given them some free-

dom from the coldness of charity, from government relief for the ne<dy, from

having to depend upon their children for support. Social Security is all the more

important to them because it is rot a gift but an earned beriefit, a system of social
insurance in which alt cortributors have a very important stake. @~ =00

Yet Social §'~u~ity as we have known it for nearly a half-century places the over- -
whelniing mac7  of Amnrican women at a significant disadvantage. Sociai Secu-
rity penalizes

to do so. The v;

vomen for entering the paid labor force when.they have nio choice but
Th majority of women. who are working-outside of the home miist do
8o, even though they will earn only 60 percent as miich as a man in a similar job.?
And Social Security perpetuates women's proverty. Largely because of its systemic

bias against working women, the average women’s Social Security benefit is $334

per month, only 87 percent of the proverty line.* 'n fact; in 1982; 66 percent of all

retired women received benefits that were under the proverty line. = -
. Ttis arises simply becaus: a system constriicted to.meet the needs of the average

- family of the 1930’s cannot help but fail the average family of the 1985's. The effect,

however,; is inescapable. Social Security penalizes women who work in the home and
it penalize: women who work in the workforce, . S
__While a woman is rearing children or caring, for an aged or. disabled, family

ember; Social Security counts these yes: ag “zero earniings.” These “zeros” are

averaged into her benefit, and the benefit is reduced a8 a resuit. -

. This affects the overwhelming majority of American women. In 1940. the labor

force participation rate for all women was 28 percent. In 1948; the firs" year such

statistics were kept, the rate for married women was 13 percent:> Today t:e ri » for

all women is more than 53 percent; and for married women, 49 percent.* The

Security Administration, 1982 Tyustees Rzvort. L e e o
__"National Commission on Social Security Reform, Memorandum Number 27, “Pengion Co-er-
ageby Sex”Junej982

2Census Bureau, Stai.stical Abitract of the United S.atcs, 1982,
*Social Security Administration.. 1982 Statistical Sup)>lement,-p. 63.
5 Census Bureau, Historical Stutistics of the United States, 1978.

8 Statistical Abstract.
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" Burean of Labor Statistics expects tiié rte for all women to level off between 60

and t5 percent after 1990, -~ o
Data from the National Longitudinal Studies on Mature Wormen indicate that be-
tween 60 and 67 percent of all married women who will retire in 1990 will have
been in paid employment for ten. years or more; long enough to qualify for- Social
Security bencfits in their own right. Nearly 80 percent of married women who will
retire in 1000 will have spent ten years or mote in paid employment.”
_ While these figures reveal the revolution in the number of womer. in_the_work
force, they do not necessarily indicate a major change in the wn 'c patterns of
women in paid employment. The Longitudinal Studies show. that cniy ° percent of
all wormen who will retire in 1990 will never have joined the paid work force. Of
women - have worked, nearly 85 percent have interrupted their careers to-work
in the houe. The figure is little different for women who will retire in 2000, 82 per-
cent. - - I
" This pattern may be changing. It may not. We can’t say for certain. However,
from the few data available today, we can posit with some sssurance that the
number of years spent in the home may continue to-decrease, but the percentage of
woren who interrapt their paid employment to work in the home will not decrease
by-a large factor® o
Social Security- discourages women from wotking in other ways as well. Two-
earner couples, for instance, receive smaller Social Security benefits then one-

earner couples with the same family income: The percentage of couples with two
earners. has skyrocketed during the past forty years and shows every indication of
continuing to_rise. Thus ‘a_larger-than-anticipated—and ever-increasing—pool _of
fariiiies is affected. The disparity is not small.-In a two-earner couple in which edch
spouse had average indexed_earnings of 3,000 per year, each earner Jwould receive

an annual Social Security benefit of $3,178, a combined benefit of. $6,346. A one:

. earner couple with average indexed earnings of $12,000 yearly would get an annual

;benefit $7,630, 20.2 percent more than the two-earner counterpart.? -
"“In 1935, one out of six marriages ended in divorce. In 1976 the figure was one out
of three. aind today it is estimated at close to one out of two.1° Yet Social Security
continues_to_treat marriage as life-long, and_offers little. protection_to divorced
women, especially those who spend niost of theit married life working in the home.

Until 1977, a divorced woman could not qualify for spouse benefits based on' her

*  ex-kiushand'’s. earnings unless the marriage had lasted twenty years. In 1977, Con-

gress reduced that to ten years, Since approximately two-thirds of all marriages dis-
solve before the tenth year; this change fails to protect the vast majnrity of
women.!! i .

~  'SYSTEMIC SOLUTIONS

" Secial Security must begin to view marriage as the economic partrership that it
is. This is not a radical ides; indeed, in ‘the Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1321,
Congress recognized this. partnership by exempting estates paied to *bc curviviig
spouse from inheritance taxes. The income on which 5 cial Security ta::es is paid is
income available to the family, yet to Social Security it belongs only to ‘he individu-
al. The resnlt i« that the system regards women with luw lifetime earnings o8 de-
perdents of their husbands, with no credit for any contributione to Social Security
they ruay have made. d A S

EAT. 5738 SHARING
_NOW supports Rep. Oaker’s bill, HR 274%; requiring mandatory ‘‘earnings shar-
ing” in determining Social Sveurity benefits. At its basic level, this means establish-
ial Seciirity “‘accounts” for every person. When vnmarried, cne’s
own earnings would be recorded ir c.¢'s sctourt; when puurried; the couple’s -
bined earnings #:uid be equally diiided peiween each spcuse’s account. At retire-
thent, eack pers. « wou'd rective a Saciad Security burieri: hesad on the record of

o

ionial Losgitudinal Study on Mature Women, unpubtishad data collected in 1976 __.___

_ 4 See, &g testimony_of Steven H. Sandell of the National Cominission: for_Employment Policy

before House Ways and Means Subcommittee on Socis! Security; “‘Demographic Trends and the
Socia] Security System,” December 2, 1980. .

9 Social Security Ad stration. . ... .. ... T P

io Bureau of the Census, Survey of Marital History, Current Population Report, Series P-20,

" Number 207, 1976 Estimate for current figure is from preliminary data that will update this

repoit. .
V1 Ibid.
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earnings in the account. Earinings “credits” accumilated during a marriage should
be automatically transferred to the surviving spouse or ex-spouse upon the death of
her or his former partner. ____

'The concept of earnings sharing; like marriage as an economic_partnership, is_not
a radical idea. In_fact; the “conceptual precedent” of earnings sharing is the now
well-tested . law of comimunity property, pointed out by Commissioner. Mary
Falvey Filler in her sipplementary statement to the report of the Na! onal Com-
mission on Social Security.i2 L

ployed women benefit from their Social

_ Earnings sharing would ensure: that all #iapls won

Sexurity contributions. It would offer special protection to divorced women Lecause
the record of combined earnings would be portable (and thus outlast the marriage).
Lifetime homemakers who divorce before the tenth year of marriage would benefit
significantly. Today they would not qualify for.a spouse benefit based on the:v ex-
husband's earnings, and every year working in the home would reduce the < 3
history on which their own worker’s benefits woiild be based. Under sarning- shar-
ing, however, in every year that one partner is employed. both partni:s wi! .- wdit
for balf those earnings. . ...
Earnings sharing would offer greater protection to the majority of - ~iwa who .

women who must work in the heme. Caring for dependents-is the near
province of women; while no

b
benefits involved, Social Sect.”” : “..": to reward this work with adéquate :=nefits.

NOW siipportd allowing S¢ vi % ty “drop-out years” for time spent caring for
a child under 16, a retiree ovei .3 ' - or » person who ifieets Sovial Sectirity's defi-
nition of disability. To qualiy, ti.- uependent would have to reside with the caretak-
er: and the caretaker could not earn enough income to get Social Security coverage
for that year. T
. Thosz years would simply not be counted when computing retirement or disability
benefits. W# reject the idea that the number of “drop-out years” skould be .apped
and any cicess included in the benefit calculation: These “dependents’ care credits”
are based on -the-principle that this work, through uiipaid, is of enorifious benefit to
society and should not impose any penalties on the woren who must urnidertake it.

IMPLEMENTATION OF SOLUTIONS

_We would put these changes into the law now, and provide benefits under a tran-
sitional formula so that those retiring in the near futur2 are not adversely affected -
by the change. U.uples could, for instanice, receive. either benefits based on shared
earnings or a benefit calculated under a transitional formt!a assuring the same pur-
r as under present law.
__NOw ognizes that these essential reforizs d
Security.as_currently financed could not afford them

=8 do rio* Coumie cheap, and that Social

urrently fina m. These changes must be paid
for; we would not suggest otherwise. Tuere are a variety of options for raising the
required funds for these important reforms; Congress cruld; for example; subject a
portion of fringe. benefits to Social Security-tax: The 1982 Social Security Trustees
Report assiimes that fringe benefits. will grow as a portion of totul employee com-
pensation from 16 percent today to 38 pereent in.2060..It is well within Congress’s
power to tax 2 _part of this now-untaxed compensation. (Congress could, for instance,

phase in a tax on fringe benefii~ in excess of 25 percent of total compensation.)
Indeed; good public_poiicy ci.nest deminds that.such a large amauni of untaxad

tably, slse the poverty that plagues today’s generation of elderly women will visit
tomorrow s as well. Last year a reporter telephionnd to tell NOW of the Social Secu-
rity Admiinistation's remarkable new computers, whizh can estimate ‘enefit levels
75 years from now. These computer rins-revealed, among other things, that today's

{sparity between men’'s and women'’s-Social Security benefits. would remain the

same over the 15 year proiection period. Women would fare rio better in 2060 than

they do tiday. What, we asked, dces Social Security propose to do about this prob-

.12 Havurd Viomen’s Law Jcurnal, “Case Studies in the Treatment of Women Under Social Se-
curity Ln;; The Need for Reform”, Barbara M. Mikulski, Eilyn Y. Brown, Spring 1983, Vol. 5,
No. 1, p. 31.
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lem? Why nothing, the reporter replied, sayiny, . '+« ‘al Security Administra-
tion did not consider it u problein:

" The federal government has for a generation wai T i poverty. We must not and

will not, ignore the proverty of elderly Wornien. We will 110t remain silent while our

primary system of social insurance treats half the nation unfairly and perpetuates
its poverty. Congress must ensure thet the retired women of the future fare better

than SSA is willing to let cthem: Congress can best do so by immediate passage of

earnings sharing and dependent’s care credits: Unless Congress acts now; Social Se-
curity will continue to short-change American women, with disastrous results for
women and the country. ) s
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‘CASE STUDIES IN THE TREATMENT OF
WOMEN UNDER SOCIAL SECURITY LAW:

THE NEED FOR REFORM

Bﬁﬁm A MIKULSKI*

INTRODUCTION

{deally, American law reflects its citizens’ values and fundamen-
tal beliefs. For example; our individual liberties =z embodied in such

constitutional protections as freedom of speeck: «d religion and the"
right to be free from unreasonable invasions of piivacy, and our sense -
of falrnesc is mamfested by protectlons crafted from _the due pro-

Erociaim our values; for example, encouras enent of competition
(aiiti-trust laws); stimulation of philanthror. and investiaent (tax
incentives); commitment to citizens’ educ“uon and health care
(govemﬁenf financial assnstance) Although p polxtlcal process does
not always produce the pcrfect means to achieve these goals, and,
in a pluralistic society; there will always be conilicts among interest

groups as to which goals should be pursu:; nonetheless, in general,

we expect o'ir system of laws to reflect our system of values.
' Infortunately, our political system often deriies by its actions many
0‘ he values that the American people claim to honor. By long-held

i1 »tion, we profess to embrace the family as the foundation of our
~y of life, and acclaim the homemaker, who work: o maintain
the home and to guide her children. Amierican law, however, has

not always acted to uphoid these values. In addition, American tradi-

ember; Unite . States *{ouse of Representatives. B.A.; Mt. St. Agnes College; M.S.W.;
Unive ity of Mar,land. Congresswoman Mikulski has rcpresentea the Third Diistrict of
“aryland since 1976.
~_**Associate, Venable, Bacry.r and Howard, Baltimore, Marviand. A.B.; Vassar College;
M.s.; The Johns Hopkirs - riversity; 3:D.; University of Maryland;
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30 Harvard Women’s Law Journal [Vol. 6

tion respects individual achievement, professes the self-worth of every
individual, and ac:laims the work ethic. Nonetheless, our laws have
beeri slow to adapt to the economic realities faced by today’s women
who work outside of the home. ]
_ The federal government’s largest human services program, the
Social Security system; often works at cross purposes to our pro-

fessed values by its implicit denial of the value of the contributions
made to society by American women. The system is erratic in its treat-
ment of women: its vagaries are such that many women — whether
married, single, divorced or widowed, homemakers or wage earners,

with or without children, disabled or heaithy —receive Social Security
benefits that provide an inadequats sta. ?=rd of living and bear no
equitable relationship to their respecive conirivutions to society:

Reforiti of the Social Ser-* ¥ syste w1 L& equalize the treatment of
women and men has bec . iject or congrassional concern for a

number of years:' In pari, tiis concern has been catalyzed by some

of the more graphic of the gender-based distinctions in the Social
Security system which have been exposed—and invalidated — by
federal court cases in the nast several years. In 1983, however, overall
fiscal integrity of the Social Security system is the overriding con-
cerni. I the past few years, Americans have watched with growing
alarm as the system has slipped closer to the edge of bankruptcy;
and have become increasingly confused and frightened by the political
polarization that has prevented a solution.

! See, e.g., Social Security Amendments of 1977, Puo. L. No. 95-218, title 111, § 341, 91
Siat, 1509, 1548, (requiring the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare. in con sultation
with the Department of Justice, to feport to Congress concerning proposals to clim nate sex
discrifnination in the system); U.S. DEr'T of HEALTH, EDUCATION AND WELH RE, [SociaL
SECURITY AND THE CHANGING ROLES.OF MEN aND WoMEN] (Feb. 1979), reprintid in Volume
11, Appendix 111 of Treatrient of Worien Under Social Security: Hearings Bejore the Task
Force on Social Security and Women of - House Subcomm. on. Retiremen!_Income and
Zriployriient ard he House Select Comm. cr Aging, %th Cong., 1st S¢ss. 40 (1979) [hereinafter
cited as CHANGING ROLES; CITATIONS ARE 7O 7Z2T OF REPORT CONTAINED IN VOL. 11, Apr: i
OF HEAKNGS]; See also Adapting S6tia

so Adapting Social Security 10.a Changing Work Force: Hearings Bzjore
the Sencre Special Comm. on Aging, 96tk Cong., 1st Sess. (197 [he-zinafter cited as Senate
Hearings,; Treatriz"it 0f Men and Women Under the Social Securi:, Program, Hearings Before

the Subcomm. o1 Social Sccurity of the House Comm. on_Ways and Means, 96th Cong.,
Lst Sess. (1979) [hereinafter cited as House Hearings); Treatment of Women_ Under Social
Security: Hearings Before the Task Force o Social Security and Women of the House Sub-
comm. on Retirerent Iricome and Employment and the House Select Conir. on Aging, 96th
5t Sess. (1979) [hereinafiei cited as House Task Force Hearings]. Knowledseat > private
agth-rs have also expressed thei- concerni about thiese issues. See. 2.8, . R ™-° : e RTY
Tobiy ArD ToMoRraw (197¢; 't Chapter 12. “Ars Women and M - - C o t=a

Fairly™™; Myers Social Sectirity anc' Sex Discrimination, CHALI FNGE, Ju.; L6

)
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_ Ini an attempt to advarce beyond the initial contrapositions of the
Rr?s@?g} and the Congress; aﬁn:iﬁlin 6@& to initiate work or. reform

at a more advanced level Pre51dent Reagan estabhshed the National

from which the House Ways and Means Commlttee, anj in turn;

the Congress as a whole, will undertake the massive and complex
task of reform.

As stated in the Executive Order creatmg 1t the National Cormi-
mlssnon ’'s mandate was to 1dent1fy, analyze, and recommend solutions
to the current and long-term finarcial problems of the Social Security
trust funds Although the e Report offers some recommendatlons that

acknowledges that “{[slome members : Beheve that there should

be a cornprehernsive change in the program to reflect the changing role
of women . . . ;” it also states that other members “[believe] that
such comprehenswe changes [are] outside of the scops pf the charge

of the Natlonal Commlssmn "4 Thus, it seems, in the crisis

rity system as a whole; there is the distinct possibility that we will

once again procrastinate concerning the reforms needed to equalize
thie treatirierit of woien under the system.
The principal problems with further delay of consideration of

“women’s issues” are both integral and polltlcal First; as with every

other element of the Social Security system, any changes made with
regard to benefit structures or levels for women will have fiscal con-
sequences: Therefore, such changes are ideally siiited to considera-

tion within the context of overall fiscal reform. Political reality

compels the same conclusion: once the Congress has agonized through
the difficult decisions necessary to resolve the current crisis, it may
be reluctant to alter the new legislative scheme. From both perspec-

tives, then, the right moment has arrived for consideration of benefit

equity and adequacy for womerl.
In order to illustrate the rieed for these reforms, thls Amcle

describes the Social Security system’s treatment of women in different

! Exec: Order No..12;335; 3. C.F.R. 217 (1981).

) REPORT OF THE NATIONAL COMMISSION ON SOCIAL SECURITY. REFORH, (1983\ at 2-5, 2-6
2-12 (o 13 [hereinafter cited as NATiIoNAL CoMMissioN REPORT].

4 NaTioNAL CoMumissioN REPORT, supra note 3, at 2-28.
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roles and circumstarnices of life. A discussion of proposals for reform
is also included: Rather than a list and analysis of the various statutory

components of the system, the difficulties encountered by women

are rliustrated through a serres of case studles of hypothencal

human problems far better than can the dry recitation of statutory

meaning and effect. They also show the manner in which members
of Congress are made aware of the problems of the Social Security
system: through the real dilemmas of their constituents who must

live with the inequities and inadequacies of the system:

AN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE ON THE
SOCIAL SECURITY SYSTEM

financed system desrgned to begm paying monthly beneﬁts to retired

Wagc ¢ camers m 1942 The orrgxnal system focused on the wage earner’s

retrrement dependent on the workers earnings record.’ In 1939,

however, before the system took effect, Congress approved amend-

ments that added a niew class of supplemental benefits for the wage
earner’s dependents.® These amendmernts were designied specifically

to “afford more adequate protection to the family as a unit.”” The

1939 amendments provided that a dependent wife would, at age sixty-

five, receive fifty percent of her wage-earning husband’s benefit even
though her husband had contrrbuted no more to the system than had

$ Social Sééﬁruy Act of 1935; ch: 531; § 202; 49 Stat. 620 623 (repealed 1939; current ver-
sion at 42 U.S.C. §§ 401-433) {1976 & Supp. I1-V, 1978-81)). The original plan provided
that a worker would receive benefits equal to or greater than his contributions plus interest,
and that a lump sum payment would be returned 1o his estate if he died before receiving his
giit. See CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE; WOMEN AND RETIREMENT INCOME
PROGRAMS: CURRENT ISsUES OF EQUITY AND ADEQUACY, REPORT PREPARED FOR THE Suscomum.
oN RETIREMENT INCOME AND EMPLOYMENT OF THE House SELECT CoMM. ON AciNG (96th Cong.,

15t Sess;) (Nov. 1979); at 14-15 [hereinafter cited as CURRENT IsSUES]; CHANGING ROLES, supra

note 1. at 52-55.
__* Socvial Security Act Amendments of 1939; § 202(b)-(f); 53 Stat: 1360; 1364-66 (carrent
\ers;on at 42 U.S.C. § 402(b)-(h) (1976 & Supp. 11-1V, 1978-80)).
" H.R: Rep: No. 728; 76th Cong.; st Sess. 7 {1939).
s Social Seciirity Act Amendments of- 1939, § 202(b), 53 Stat: 136€; 1364 (current version

at 42 U.S.C. § 402(b) (1976 & Supp. 11V, 1978-81)).
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den. ~vid " / with children under elghteen was eligible for 2 mother’s

bar 1w, wn‘nch was discontinued when the youngest child attained
e\gnt en. A dependent Chl]d became e 1g1ble for separate beneﬁts

reac'mne ug rixty-five, a widow could claim mdow S beneﬁts through
her huqband ) accuunt alternatlvely, 1f she had been a wage earner

the eu& o“‘ . f «er wother’s benefit and ehglbxhty for the widow’s

benefit, sh= couid ciai:a through her own retirement account." The
system as eracted originally reflected the perception that most women
lived their lives as economit c"‘oendents and defined such dependents

in terms of :beir economic relationships to wage earners:
_ Since 193 * Congress has further amended the Social Security Act,
first by add: ng disability benefiis and making further provisions for

certain cat=gc:ies of beneficizrizs;'? and more recently by limiting

the scope of certain benefits:"® These changes have, however, left
the underlying system largely intaci.

Federal court ﬁxugatxon has also prompted some 51gn1f1cant but
piecemeal modification of the system: In 1975, in Weinberger v.
Wiesenfeld," the Supreme Couit found that the section of the

° Id. at § 202(e) (current v=rs.ion at 42 U.S.C. § 402(g)).
'° 1d. at § 202(c) (current version at 42 U.S.C. § 402(dy).
1 Social Security Act Amendments of 1939, ch. 666, 52\')‘%) (D); 53 Stat: 1360; 1364 (cur-
ren( version at 42 U.S.C. § 402(b)-i.., \1976 & Siipp. 1I-IV, 1978-81)).

1 See, e.g., Social Security Act ;umendments of 1930, ch. 809, § 101{a), 64 Stat. 477, 482

(current version at 42 U.S.C. §§ 402(c)(1)(c); (N(1)(D) (1976)). This amendment created a new
classification of benefits for hosbands and widowers, bot reqaired a showing of economic
dependency, i.e., a showing that the husband or widowet depended on his wife for moie than
haif of his support. This sex-dependent economic support test was struck down by the Suprsme

Court in Califano v. Goldfarb; 430 U.S. 199 (1977) (plurality opinion); discussed infra at text
accomparying niotes.17-22; These amendmierts also provided that divorced women whose
former spouses had died were eligible for the same mother’s benefit that previously had been
payable only to the survivors of intact marriages. Social Security Act Amendments of 1950,

ch. 809, § lOl(a). 64 Slat 482 42 U S C, § 402(5)(1) (1976). See descnpnon 0[1he mother’s

benefit,
ments that added to or expanded benef'cmryﬁcaﬁtegones included the Social Securny Amend-
ments of 1965, Pub. L. No. 89-97, § 308, 79 Stat. 286, 375 (provided widow's benefits for
divorced women); Social Security Amendments of 1972; Pub, L. No. 92-603; § 114; 86 Stat.
1329, 1348; Social Security Amendments of 1977, Pub. L. No. 95-216, § 337, 91 Stat. 1509.
1548 (shortened duration of marriage requirement to i0 years from 20) {current version at
42 U.S.C. §§ 402 & 416 (1976)).  _

- Omnibas Budget Recornciliation Act of 1981; Pub: L; No..97-35; §§ 2201, 2210, 95 Stat:
357 830, 841 (1981) (limiting minimum benelit provisions and child’s insirance benefits for
colieée students).

420 U.S. 636 (1975).
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Social Security Act that provided certain benefits to a surviving spouse
only if the spouse was a mother' violated the right to equal protec-
tion secured by ti:» due process clause of the fifth amendment.'s

Under the provisio-i, ~.ales w~re per se excluded from receiving such
benefits regardless - whethct they could prove actual financial
dependericy on the {u ily’s female wage earner.” Because of the
court’s ruling, eligibil. « -as extended to widowers on the same basis
that it had been extended to widows."® Wiesenfeld was followed in
1977 by Califano v. Goldfarb,” in which the Court invalidated the

gender-based requirement for a dependency test that controlled the
receipt of survivor’s benefits by the surviving spouse of a deceased
wage earner: Under the statute in effect at that time, survivor’s
benefits based on the earnings of a deceased husband were payable
to his widow regardless of her actual financial dependence on her
husband; but a widower was eligible to receive survivor’s benefits

based on the earnings of his deceased wife only if he could prove
that he was receiving at least one-half of his support from her.”
In both Wiesenfeld and Goldfarb, the Court found that the gender-

based distinctions in the challenged statutes were impermissible
because they deprived women of the protection for their families that
rier received by their employment and payment of the Social Security
taxes:? In both cases; the Court recognized that the challenged
benefit schemes had been enacted on the basis of assumptions about
family relationships and dependency that prevailed at the time. In
Wiesenfeld, the Court found that the legislative intent in the 1939

enactment of the so-called mother’s benefit was to supplement
children’s benefits in order “to permit women to elect not to work
and to devote themselves to the care of children.”* In Goldfarb,
the Court reviewed the legislative history of the challenged provi-
sion and concluded that it had been enacted “on the ‘then generally

U 4. ar 637 n.1; 42 US.C. §402(g) (1970 ed.).

' 420 U:S: at 653 (citing Reed v. Reed; 404 U.S. 71, 77 (197D)).

7420 U.S. at 637 n.1; 42 U.S.C. § 402(g) (1970 ed.).

't20 C.F.R. § 404.335 (1982). ~

2430 USS: 199 (1977) (plurality opinion). = o
™ 74, at 200 n.1; 42 US:C: § 402(R)(1) (1970 ed. & Supp. V). In effect, this test required
the female wage earner 1o prodi east 75%. of the couple’s earned income.
. ¥ wiesenfeld; 420 U.S. at 645; 330 U.S. 4t 208. Bat ¢f. 430 U:S: at 218 (Stevens,
1:; concutrinig) (firding the impermissible discrimination to be against the male survivors rather
than againsi the deceased female wage earners).

2 430 U.S. at 648.

100



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

97

1983] Social Security 35

accepted presumption that a mar is resp"o'nsib'l'e for the support of
h|s wrfe and chlldren s Gurrent economic reality, the Court sard

a siifficient justification for the gender-based differentiation.*
Lower federal courts; relying on Goldfarb and/c. Wiesenfeld, have

found additional portions of the Social Security Act to be

unconstitutional. % Orie siich provrsron of the Act whrch was over-
turned permitted payment of survivor’s benefits to a female wage
earner’s widower only if he had never remarried, but permitted pay-

ment to a male wage earner’s widow as long as she was not married
at the time of application.? Both the First and the Fifth Circuit
Courts of Appeals have found unconstitutional under the due pro-

cess clause of the fifth amendment the orowsron contained in the

business (other than a partnershrp between husband and wife) was

to be treated as the husband’s income. Under the now-invalid provi-

snon 1ncome fror'i such a busrness had not been credrted to the wrfe s

subscantially all of the management and control of the business.”
Although these and other court- fashroned changes have; of course,

workers bv brlngrng tﬁe value of their Social Security contributions

to their survivors into parity with the contributions of male workers.

In other areas, such as dlstlncttons in benefits to women based on

their marital statuses, the courts have found that the distinctions made
by the law; even if arbitrary and troublesome drd not constrtute a

330 U.S. at 215-16 (quoting Socw. SECURITY ADMINISTRATIVE RESEARCH REPORT 42,
at 77; D. HosKiNs & L. Bixay; WOMEN AND SoclaL SECURITY: Law anp PoLicy IN FIvE
Coomxrss(l973)),, -

330 U.S. at 207; 420 U S at 543 (both cmng and ﬁuoliiig Schlesmger vi Ballard 419

3 See; e g.; Yates v. Cahfano 471 F. Supp. 84 (W.D. Ky. 1979) (surviving divorced father
as opposed to surviving divorced mother); Baker v. Harris; 503 F: Supp: 863 (D.D.C._1980)
(surviving divorced husband as opposed to sutviving divorced wife); vitale v. Harris, 507 F.
Supp. 854 (S.D. Fla. 1981) (surviving divorced widower as opposed to surviving divorced
widow). . _ __

6 43 U:S.C. § 402(N)(1) (1976): Meitz v. Harris; 497_F._Supp: 1134 (S:D:_Tex: 1980).

¥ 32 U.S.C. § 411{a)(5)(a) (1976). Hester v. Harris, 631 F.2d 53 (5th Cir. 1980); Carrasco
v. Secretary, 528 F.2d 624 (st Cir. 1980).

.
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the amount of reform that they are able to bring to the Social Security
system because many of the most problematic issues surrounding the
equity and adequacy of women’s benefits are not per se gender-based

ients is what might be termed the “disparate impact” of certain fun-

damental structures in the Social Security system:®
~ Thus; despite the elimination of some overt forms of gender-based
discrimination from the Social Security Act; we continue, in 1983,

to have a Social Security system that was designed to serve the society

of the 1930’s. That system was based on four assumptions: that
women were typically homemakers; that men provided the income
for their families; that housework had no economic value; and that
marriages lasted a lifetime.® In the 1930’s, when only ten to fifteer.
percent of married wormen were wage earners and the divorce rate

was approximately one in six or seven;”' these underlying assump-

tions may have been valid for most Americans. Today; however, when
the majority of married women are in the labor force at any given
time, when nearly all women will work outside the home for at least

some period in their lives,” and when the divorce rate approaches

grafiting benefits to a married woman under 62 with minor children in her care whose hu=-
band retires or becoities disabled while at the safie time denying such_benefits to a divorced
woman in similar circumstances); Goldberg v. Weitiberger, 546 F.2d 477 (2d Cir. 1976), cert.

denied sub.nom. Goldberg v. Califano, 431 U.S. 937 (1978) (due process is not violated by
denial of widow’s benefits 1o widows who remarry before age 60 while continuing such benefits
for-those who remarry after age 60).

# See, e.5., Mathews v. De Casiro, 42, U.S. 181 (1976) (diie process is fiot violated by

" Courts have developed the concept of disparate impact in the context of employment
discrimination and have held under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000¢

to 2000e-17 (1976 & Supp:V; 1981); that hiring practices which have a disparate impact on
minorities are invalid unless they are job-related. See Griggs v. Duke Power Co:; 401 U.S.
424 (1971); Comment, Erasing the “Bottom Line": Connecticut v. Teal, § Hav. WOMEN'S
1:3: 175 (1983) at text accompanying notes_10-14 for a discussion of disparate impact. V. ithin
thie context of the Social Security statutes, however, the pervasive nature of disparate impact
problems compels a legislative, rather than judicial, solution.

® Statement of Martha Keys, Special Advisor to the Secretiry of 'ie Department of

Health, Education and Welfare; House Hearings; supra note 1, at 133. 134.

il See id.; see aiso CHANGING ROLES, supra note i, at 40-42.
* The labor-force participation of married women has grown from 17 percent in 1940
to about 47 percent in 1977 and is expected to contifie 10 grow: Of the 96 million
workers in the labor force in 1977, 24 million were married worien — 25 percent of
the paid labor force compared to 9 percent in 1940.. .._Two-thirds of all women

age 25-54 are expected to bé in the tabor force in 1990 compared with about 55 per-

cent in this age group in 1975, S ) o
CHANGING RoLES, supra note 1, at 40-41. See aiso id. at 60; CURRENT ISSUES, supra note 3,
at 80; 81; 88 (Appendix B: Data on Women in the Work Force); Statement of Stanford G.

Ross, House Task Force Hearings, supra note 1; at 15.
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one in two,” the assuMPtions of the 1930’s do not apply. Further,
our society is now b"egiﬂf,lirig to recognize that marriage is an econcmic
partnership and that, if one partner works in the home, the value
of that work contribut€s tp the economic well-being of the marital

What, then, are the SPecific problems faced by the women, men,
and families of the 1980’S who are confronted with a Social Security
system designed in the 1930’s? The following case studies 4re by no
means an exhaustjve review of the possible problems faced by women
under the Social Security system, but are offered to illustrate some

of the more common PIoblems encountered:

THE SOCIAL SECURITY SYSTEM IN OPERATION: CASE

STUDIES IN THE INEQUITY AND INADEQUACY

OF MANY WOMEN'’S BENEFITS

_Ann A. was emploYed for four years as a department store
clerk. She left the pald work force for fifteen years to raise her
family and then returied to paid employment for twenty years.
Her husband was emPloyed as a steelworker: When Ann retired,
she found that her dependent’s benefits — which amounted to
fiftv percent of the bengfits due her husband on his earnings
rocord — were higher thay those she had accumulated during her
own paid employment: She receives no additional benefits for
the years that she paid into the Social Security system through
her taxes.

This is one of the most Pervasive inequities of the Social Security
system: Upon retirement, women who have moved in and out of the
labor force because Of hOMemaking and child-bearing responsibilities
often find that their dep€ndent’s benefits, which are available through
their husbands’ earning$ Tecords, are higher than their own earned

benefits.” That is; such Women receive the same benefit they would

_ ¥ See CHANGING RoLgs: SUprd M0te 1; @t 41; Stacement of Stanford G; Ross; Flouse Task
Force Hearings, supra note 1;.aL 1§, I
Y See generally S. Burns. THE Housgnorp Ecovomy (197).
* A wife who has.worked outSide the home may receive benefits based on her own wage-
earniing record or a depeident’s Déneris of 5007 of her husband's benefit; but may not receive
both. 42 U.S.C. § 402(b)(2) & (@)3) (1976); sce also 20 C.F.R. §§ 404.333, 404.407(c) (1982).
Of those women receiving dependent’s penefits in 1976, approximately 1.8 million were entitled

to benefits based on their €arniNgs. spe CHaANGING ROLES, Supra note 1; at 43. This figure
wil} corititiie 16 rise ds piore WOMey enter thie labor force. See supra ricte 30 :
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have received had they never worked and never paid into the system.

Understandably, this is a source of considerable dissatisfaction; par-
ticularly amcng lower and middle income couples who feel that they
could have put wives’ Social Security contributions to use as take-

home pay to provide for their families: In effect, under the current

system, women who move in anid out of the paid labor force sub-
'sidriiziéﬁ'tihg §ys}éfn7bythelr contributions. ) )
A woman’s dependent’s benefit may be higher than her earned

benefit for at least two reasons. First, because of employment and
wage discrimination, women earn approximately sixty cents for every

dellar earned by men.” Therefore; the wage rates upon which a

woman's earned retirement benefits are predicated are likely to be

suibstantially lower than her husband’s simply because she is 2 woman:
Sex discrimination in employment and wages is thus perpetuated into

retirement. A second element of benefit computation that hurts

women who move in and out of paid employment is the averaging
of lifetime earnings over tlie so-called “worklifc expectancy.” When
a female worker’s earnings are averaged across those years during

which she earned no money as a homemaker, lifetime earnings, upon
which the benefit ievel is based, are reduced.” Thus, a wage-earning
wife’s so-called “c'ependent’s benefit,” which is fifty percent of her

husband’s benefit; may well be higher than her own earned benefit.

Barbara B. and her husband Bill both retired recently. Barbara
had worked otitside of the home for the majority of her adult
life, and the average monthly wage from which her benefits were

% This distinction occurs even when differences in education, employment history, and
experience are standardized. U.S. CommssioN o CIVIL RIGHTS, SOCIAL INDICATORS OF EQUALITY
EOR MINORITIES AND WOMEN; 65 (1978). See also CURRENT ISSUES, supra note 5, at 11, 82-83;
J. NORWOOD & E. WALDMAN, WOMEN IN Tife LABOK FORCE: SoME NEW DATA SERIES, reprinted
in Howse Tusk Force Hearings, supra note 1, at Vol. 2, Appendix |, § (rartiings 2ap hias widened
in past yeurs: in 1939; women earned 58 cents for every dollar earned by men; in 1956, the
figtire had risen to 63 cents; bat in 1982; despite advances in educational and training attainments

Apr. 1982, at 1S, 16. .. . .

Y But ¢f. Califanio v. Webster; 430 U:S: 313 (1977) (per curiam) (approving benefit calcula-
tion system, in effect from 1956 to 1972, that Favored rétired female workers; legislative history
indicated that adoption of system was at least in part 10 remedy wage discrimination).

For an excellent explanation of benefit computation, the averaging of monthly earnings
over a work-life span and the problems created by these methods; see Blumberg; Adult
Derivative Benefits in Social Security, 32 STAN. L. Rev. 233, 235-36 ni.11, 240 n.29 and 243-46

(1980). See also CHANGING ROLES, supra note 1, at 61, Table 3; Statement of Robert J. Myers,
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cormpited was iés?) Bill's average monthly wage was $500. Their

for 4 total of $532 per month for thenr household. Barbara and
Bill live next door to Connie and Charles C. Charles recently

retired, having attained an average monthly wage of $750 over
his work history. Connie worked outside the home only briefly
'after their marnageCharlés rEtiréiﬁéﬁt Eeheﬁt is $387 and Con-

amount; or $193. Their total benefit is thus $580; or $48 per

month more than Barbara and Bill’s combined benefi*; This is

the case desplte the fact that the two couples earned the same

total amounts over their work lives and had the same total

average monthly wage. Hpon the death of a spouse in these

households; this meqmty is compounded The survivor of Bar-

bara and Bill’s marriage will receive the larger of the two ac-

crued benefits; or $307 The survivor of Connie and Charles’

marrlage will receive $387, the primary benefit of the wage
earner.’

This example illustrates one of the most glaring inconsistencies in

the Social Security system —one that is of increasing significance as
many more women enter the paid labor force. As the above com-
parison shows, a two-earner couple with the same total income as
a one-earner couple receives less in total retirement benefits than the

one-earner couple:® As indicated, this disparity in benefits is only
compounded on the death of a spouse.® Because of the “tilt” in the
beneflt formula the most glarmg 1nequ1ty of thls type occurs when

high and roughly equal: two such persons wnll receive a substantially
lower total benefit than will the one-earner couple in which the sole
wage earner earned as much as thc two other wage carners

combined.*

_ ¥ Benefit levels in this example were calculated at 1983 levels. See generaily CCH, 1983
SocIAL SECURITY BENEFITS (Jan: 1, 1983), at 4-16: Prior to 1981, benefit disparity between

the-couples wotild have been even moré marked.
% This assumes that the members of the two-earner couple do no: have greatly disparate

incomes, i.e.; that the lower earner receives a higher earned benefit than dependent’s benefit.
This is the_case in the examiple of Barbara and Bill; Barbara is.the lower wage earner, but
is better off with her own earned benefit of 5225 than with a dependent’s benefit (50% of
Bill’s benefit 0[ $307.00, or $153.50). ,

_ “ A widow is_eligible to receive 100% of her deceased husband’s benefit: 42 U.S.C:
§ 402(e)(2)(A) (1976 & 1982 Siipp.); 20-C.F:R: § 404.338 (1982).

*! See supra note 37. The opposite effect —where the two-earner couple receives greater

benefits than the one-earner couple —occurs only at the extreme highs and lows of the benefit

table and is therefore infrequent: See Blumberg; supra note 37, at 246-51;



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

102
40 Harvard Women’s Law Journal [Vol: 6

This example also illustrates the fallacy of claims that the fifty per-
Céi'it déﬁéi‘idéi‘ii'ﬁ béi‘iért iS éﬁ éCCEﬁtéblé Siii'i'bgété fdi‘ EXﬁliCit i‘ECGghi:

lng servnces To follow thls t‘leory through to xts loglcal conclusnon,

ofa homemaker § services is the income earned by her husband and
that wage-earning wives who earned sufficient wages to elect their
own earned retirement benefits over their dependent’s benefits per-
formied fio homemaklng services of any value.

Delores D:; an elementary school teacher until her retirement;

never marrled She has been the sole support of her younger

mentally handicapped sister for the pasi twenty years. Delores

recewes,S’omal Securlty benefits through her own account: Her

sister, although she is Delores’ dependent in every sense, is not

eligible for any dependents or survivor’s benefits through

Delores. Delores is struggling to support two people on her
limited retirement income and is concerned about her sister’s
financial welfare should Delores predecease her.

Simply put, the Social Security system provides greater protection
for the married wage earner with a dependent spouse than for a single
worker with a comparable income; despite the fact that both pay

into the system at the same rate:

chlldren and, under certatn ctrcumstances to grandchlldren and aged
dependent parefits of the worker.® It does not, however, extend to
other dependents or relatives such as Delores’ sister in the above

example: This distinction seems arbitrary at best: If the system’s intent
is to provide for those who are financially dependent on the
household’s wage earner, the limitation to certain set familial relation-
ships is over-inclusive of some “dependents” who are not actually

financially dependent on the wage earner and; more painfully; is
under-inclusive of those in need of dependent’s benefits and unfair
to single workers who might choose to allocate those benefits to
dependent relatives:

2 See supra note 35;

932 U.S.C. § 302(h) (1976). See generaﬂv H: MCcCORMICK, SOCIAL SECURITY CLAIMS AND
Procepures 187 (2d ed. 1978).
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_ Elizabeth E. practiced law for five years before leaving the
labor force upon the birth of her first child. In the next five
years, she was essentially a homemaker; she had another child

and did part-time volunteer legal work. During her sixth year
away from the paid labor force; just pricr to her planned return
to full-time paid employment; severe illness left her permanently
disabled and unable to work in or outside the home: Elizabeth
was not eligible for disability benefits because she had not been
employed for twenty of the last forty quarters (five of the last

ten years) prior to her illness. A year later, when she died as

a result of her illness, her family was not eligible for any sur-

vivor’s benefits.

Two major problems with the Social Security system are illustrated
by this case study. First; the system denies disability payments to

those Who are out of the paid labor force for more than five
years,* despite the fact that many such persons have a prior work

history and would, had the disability not occurred, almost certainly
have returned to paid employment.* Disability benefits are denied

solely because the disabling event occurs in a woman’s homemaking

phase, rather than during earlier or later paid employment, despite
the fact that the onset of disability represents a future income loss
to the family: o
_ Even apart from the issue of a female wage earner’s eligibility for
disability benefits through paid employment, the disability or death

is not recognized by the Social Security system. Because the system
accords no econoiic value to homemaking, no survivor’s or depen-
dent’s benefits are paid to “replace” the disabled or deceased
homemaker’s services: In reality; of course; replacement of a

homemaker’s services is of considerable economic significance to her
— - - 46

Frances F., forty-nine years old, was widowed last year. She

had worked as a grocery clerk until her mid-twenties; but has

42 U:S:C: § 423(2)(1)(B)(i) (1976). See CHANGING ROLES, supra note 1, at Vol. 11, 65-66.
* See CHANGING ROLES, Supra note 1; ar 26-28. . . . S .-
% This value has long been recognized i personal injury and.deéaih actions, see, e:g.;

Legare v. United States, 195 F. Supp. 557 (S.D. Fla. 1961); Fabrizi v. Griffin, 162 F. Supp.

276 (W:D: Pa. 1958); aff'd sub nom. Fabrizi v. Kramer Bros. Freight Lines, 261 F.2d 594
(3d Cir. 1958).
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been a homemaker since then. At the time of her husband’s
death, their three children were aged twenty-six, twenty-three,

and fifteen. The youngest child was therefore eligible for sur-

vivor’s benefits under the provision that pays benefits to children

under age eighteen. Because she had in her care a dependent

child who was entitled to the children’s benefits, ‘iances received

the mother’s benefit —equal to seventy-five percent of her hus-

band’s retirement benefit — for the year following her husband’s

death. When her youngest child turned sixteen, however,

Frances’ mother’s benefit terminated. At age forty-nine, with

virtually no work history, she will not be eligible to receive

dependent’s benefits through her husband’s account until she

reaches retirement age.

This is one example of the so-called “widow’s gap.” Lssentially, the
economically dependent widow is eligible for benefits throygﬁjér

husband’s account during two periods; first when she has dependent

chlldren under snxteen in her care. who are ehglble for a survwmg

,,,,,,

tervenlng penod she is lnehgxble to draw on her husband’s account

unless she is at least fifty years old and disabled.® As pointed out
by one expert, this gap is especially difficult for the older widow and
for the younger widow with small children.’® For example; if a
dependent wife with no job skilis is widowed at age fifty-eight; her

chances of obtaining gainful employment that would provide ade-
quate support are low, and any investment in job training is likely
to be cost-inefficient given her short projected worklife.** The
younger widow with dependent children faces another dilemma:
because the receipt of any earnings over $4,920 serves to decrease
her mother’s benefit at the rate of one dollar for every two dollars
earned,* Social Security law can effectively deter her from seeking

paid employment while her children are under age sixteen: The young
widow is thus discouraged from beginning employment that would
hélp to see her through the cessation of her mother’s benefit.

v See 12 U S.C. § EZ(b)(l)(B), (s)(1) (1976 & 1982 SuPP ). This section was amended by
the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981; Pub. L. No. 97-35, § 2205(a)(l), 95 Stat. 357 (Aug.
13, 1981) 1o lower from 1810 16 the age of a child that would trigger payment of a mother's
benefit:

“ See 42 U.S.C. § 302(e) anid (&) U976).

* See 42 U.S.C. § 402(e)(1)B)i); see also CHANGING ROLES, supra note 1, at 48-49.

% See Blumberg; supra note 37, at 253-56. . _.

5\ See Benerally CHANGING ROLES, supra note 1, at 64.

%2 See 42 U.S.C. § 403(D) (1976); 20 C.F.R. §§ 404.415, 404.416 (1982).
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Gloria G:; age seventy-eight, is a widow receiving dependent’s

benefits through her husband’s account. Her husband, who had
been employed as a salesman, died in 1958 when Gloria was
fifty-six years old. Because her living expenses exhausted the
couple’s small savings duririg the rour years after her husband’s

death, Gloria was forced to claim her widow’s benefits at age
sixty instead of waiting until age sixty-five. By claiming early,
Gloria receives a reduced benefit. Her monthly Social Security
benefit, which is her only income, is $185 per month.

For a number of reasons, the aged widow is the hardest hit by the

Social Security system. She is least likely to be employable because
of her advanced age. In addition; because her productlve years -
occurred at a time when paid employment for married women was

much less common than it is today, she is less likely than a younger
woman to have job skills. Most importantly, the benefit paid to an
eld::ly widow is often inadequatc because; although it is updated

to keep pace with inflation,; it is premised on her husband’s earnings
of many years ago, at wage rates far lower than those that prevail
today.” Also; because the benefit level is keyed to an update of
wages only up until the husband’s death; and is adjusted thereafter

on the basis of price increases, it has in the past been the case that
a w1dow who attams retlrement age some years . after the death of

the standard of living at the time of her husband’s death than to a

current standard.*
The longer a w1dow surv1ves her husband the more dlluted her

,,,,,,,,,,

are exhausted or eroded by mﬂatlon Because most women marry
men who are their seniors, and because the life expectancy of women

... Campbell; Income Maintenance; in THE DIRECTION OF FEDERAL LEGISLATION AFFECTING
WOMEN OVER Forty, at 101 (Block, éd., Nat'l Policy Center on Wortien and Aging, Univ.

of Md. 1981).

_ * CuaNGING RoLES; supra note 1, at 62-63; and at Appendix_C; 198-213; Eetter from
Laorie Shields; Exec. Dir: of Older Women's League, Senate Hearirgs, supra note 1, at
Appendix 2, 92-102. This indexing phenomenon has not held true in the recent pcnqd,g[tjgyblfcf
digit inflation in the price index; in more normal economic periods, however; it has been the

case that the wage index has out-paced the price index.

10
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United States is eighteen years.® o
If a widow is forced to claim her widow’s benefits at age sixty in-

stead of age sixty-five in order to gain sufficient income, this early
election causes a permanent reduction in her benefit level to 71.5%
of the amount she would have received had she been able to wait
to attain age sixty-five.*® According to one author, financial hard-
ship forces about seveiity percent of early (under age sixty-five)
widows to claim benefits before reaching age sixty-five.” This situa-
tion is only exacerbated by the fact that few aged widows receive
benefits through private pension plans.® Although the Social
Securit; benefit was never intended to provide the sole source of retire-

ment income; it is likely to be just that for the aged widow. This
high-level inng-term dependency on an often insufficient benefit is
shown in statk statistical reality: approximately seventy percent of
the poor are women, and the aged widow, with a median annual

income of approximately $3,000; is the poorest of the poor.”
_ Helen H. was married at age twenty-four and left the paid
work force at age twenty-six to become a homemaker. She was
divorced after nine years of marriage. Helen will receive no
retirement benefits through her ex-husband’s account and no
survivor’s benefits in the event that he should die before she does.
Under current law; a marriage must last at least ten years in order

for a divorced woman to be eligible for benefits through her

% Campbell; supra note 53; at89.

%20 C.F.R: § 404:410 (1982): At age 62; this amount increases to about 81.5%, where it
remains permanently. 20 C.F.R: § 404.338 (1982).

7 Campbell, supra note 53, at 101.

% Spe CURRENT IssUES; supra note 5, at 3, 11-12, 41=51 (oaly 219% of woriien Who hiave

béen employed have pension entitlement; median pension income for women was $1,200 per
year in 1972; since miany plans require 10 years of service before benefits vest, many women
are not eligible because they do not work a long enough period for any one employer).

~ % CURRENT ISSUES, supra note §, at 95, Table 20, Median Income by Source of Income,
Sex and Age: 1977. See.also Blumberg; supra note 37; at_notes 82 & 83, citing U.S. Dep'T
oF HEW, PuB. No. (OHD) 77-20015, at 1, Fowles; Elderly Widows (1976) (median annual
income for elderly women in 1974 was $2,700; poverty rate for women. over age 65 who live

alone was 33%): Statement of Eleanor Cutri Smeal, President of the National Organization

for Wottien, Fouse Hearings, supra note 1; at 104 (median annual income for elderly women
in 1979 was $2,813; two of every tlireé poor people are women); Statement of Rep. James
M. Shannon, House Hearings, supra note 1, at 45.
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ex-husband’s account.® If divorced before that time; she has no

claim to such benefits. This duration-of-marriage requirement has
a number of inherent problems: first, the requirement fails to

recognize the economic value of a homermaker’s contribution to family
life and to a spouse’s career and future earning power:. It also accounts

for demographic and economic reality in a harsh manner: divorce
most often occurs before ten years of marriage,* a period during
which a dependent wife might otherwise be taking important career

training steps or building her own employment record. The lack of
entitlement only exacerbates other financial problems of the divorced
dependent woman; for example, onily minimal percentages of ail
alimony and child support awarded by courts is in fact ever paid.®
In addition, if the marriage has produced children, the dependent

wife divorced before the ten year limit is most likely to have
custody,® a factor that may prevent her from embarking upon job

. training or paid employment that could help her attain a wage record

to generate an adequate earned retirement account.

_ Isabel I. was divorced at age fifty-one after almost thirty years
of marriage. She had practiced her profession of nursing-dur-
ing the first few years of marriage, then left the paid work force
for nearly twenty-five years to raise her family and help her hus-
band in his small plumbing supply business. She was not a
regular paid emiployee of the business; but “filled in” intermit-
tently in a number of employee roles. When Isabel and her hus-

retraininig and relicensure as a ntirse and went back to Wéﬁg;
When Isabel reached retirement age; she attempted to claim

** Social Security. Araendments of 1977, Pub. L. No. 95-216, § 337, 91 Stat. 1548 (codified
it 42 U.S.C. §§ %02(b), 416(d) (1979)) (effective as of 1979). From 1965 to 1979, the statte
required a 20 year duration of marriage to qualify. Prior to 1965, an ex-wife was fiot eligible
for dependent’s_benefits throngh_her wage-earning hisband's dccount. See Social Security
Amendments of 1965, Pub. L. No. 89:97, § 308, 79 Stat. 375 (20 year requirement).

* See Blumberg, supra note 37, at 257, citing Glick & Norton; Marrying, Divorcing and
Living Together in the U.S. Today; PopuLATION BuLt:; Oct: 1977, at § (miediai tifmié betweeri
first marriage and divorce is 7:3 years); Testimiony of Mary Falvey, Member of National
Advisory Council on Social Security, Senate Hearings, supra note 1, at 55 {about two-thirds
of divorces occur after less_than 10 years of marriage). S
__" See Statement of Rep. Mary Rose Oakar; Senare Hearings, supra iioté 1, 4t 8. See gen-
erally Hunter; Child Support Law and Policy: Systematic Imposition of Child Care Cosis
on_Woren, 6 HARv. WoMeN's L.J. 1 (1983).

# €. CHANGING ROLES, supra note 1, at 41-42.
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dependent’s berefits through her ex-liusband’s account because
her own employment history was relatively short and would have
provided inadequate benefits. She found; however, that despite

the fact that her husband had reached retirement age; he was
in fact only semi-retired from his business and was drawirig suf-
ficient income to diminish sharply his retirement beiefits.
Although Isabel does not receive any of his supplemental in-

come through a;hmony, her benefit level —set at fifty percent

of her ex-husband’s —is completely contingent on his. That is,
Isabel is eligible to receive fifty percent of her husband’s

diminished benefit, not fifty percent of his full entitlement. The

benefit total is considerably less than she had expected, and is

insufficient to maintain an adequate standard of living. Isabel

may not receive both her diminished dependent’s benefit and

her own earned retirement benefit, but can receive only the

higher of the two inadequate sums:.

Even assuming that a dependent divorced woman has been married

the requlslte ten years to qualify for dependent’s benefits through
her ex-husband’s account, she faces substantial problems with the

Social Security system. One basic problem is that the divorced depen-

dent wife, like the married dependent wife who is still living with
her husband, receives fifty perceiit of hier husband’s benefit. Thls

means that the husband and wife in an intact marriage share in 150%

of the husband’s earned benefits, while the divorced wife living alone

receives a straight fifty percent, an amount that may be insufficient
to maintain an adequate standard of living. This is compounded by
the fact that the divorced woman living alone does not have the ad-

varntage of the economies of scale in living expenses that a married
couple enjoys.
It might be posited that this benefit plan is designied to discourage

divorce and encourage the maintenance of marriage. Realistically;

it is dubious that such factors have much effect on the decision to
dissolve or maintain a marriage. Moreover, the low benefit is im-

precise and discriminatory as a social policy tool in that it punishes

only one member of the divorced couple; the previously dependent

wife, while allowing thie wage-earning husband to collect the full 100%
of his benefit.

o 32 U S C §§ 402(b)(1 2), 4l6(d) (1979) Statement of Stanford G. Ross; House Hear-
ings, supra note 1, at Appendix 1, 223 (S0% amount was iriierided 0 supplement wage-earner's

100% benefit; not to support person living alone).
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A second aberration in the treatrient of the divorced dependent
worna is that she s totally at the mercy of her ex-husband’s employ-

ment decisions: As illustrated in the example above, an ex-husband’s

umlateral decrsron to delay retrrement or to contrnue to generate post-

level.

A further anomaly is seen in the treatment of the divorced depen-
dent woman who has care of a child eligible for Social Security
beriefits through the ‘wage-earning father’s account. If the father dies;

becomes disabled; or retires, a current wife may receive the mother’s
beneﬁt for 50 long as the Child 1s ehglble t‘or beneﬁts % A divorced

fiot receive a mother’s benefit concordant with her ehglble child’s

benefit:*’ Her benefits begin only upon her attainment of retirement
age and ‘upon the satlsfactlon of one of two other conditions: her

i e

PROPOSALS FOR CHANGE

~ This litany of problems faced by women under the Social Securi-
ty system points out its major structural defects; particularly in the
operation of the dependent’s benefit. The range of benefit inequities

and inadequacies described above, however, also reveals the com-
plexity of constructing a new system that deals fairly with all
beneficiaries. It will be difficiilt to provide adequately for each of
the various situations and for the many other problems not illustrated

by these examples:

A major initial step in reform of the system would be the izistitu-
tion of an “earnings sharing” approach to benefit division. Various
forms and versions of earnings sharing have been proposed;” the

concept, generally, is that each spouse would receive credit for and
share equally in the earfings credits accumulated by both Spouses
during the marriage. This equal sharing would be the basis for com-

putation of retirement and disability benefits:

* 42 U.5.C. § 403(b)-(D (1976). _

* 42 U:S.C._§.402(b)(1)(B) (1976).. _ .

% 1d., and 42-U.S.C. § 402(g)(1) (1976).

432 U S.C. §§ 403(b)-(f) (1976).

® NaTIONAL COMMISSION REPORT. S#Pra note 4, at Appendix K, 43; see also House Task
Force Hearings, supra note 1, at Vol. II; Appendix II; 13-39.
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If a couple were to divorce, earnings sharmg would cease, but

credits accrued to :hat poiit would remain with each partner: The
survivor of an intact marriage would be credited with 100%% of the

combined total wages for the period of the marriage. The phllosophy

underlying the shared earnings plan is that marriage is an economic

partnershrp, aiid, therefore, that eariiifigs records developed during
the course of a marrrage should belong Jomtly to both spouses. This

protects both the survrvmg spouse of an intact marriage and the

the “conceptual precedent" of e earnmgs sharmg is the now well- tested
law of community property.”
Other reform proposals mmade by the National Commission would

target those specific provisions of Social Security law that, although

not gender-based discriminations per se, have the type of disparate

impact on women that is illustrated by the above case studies: For
example, the National Coinitnission recommends, inter alia, that
dependent’s benefits for otherwise eligible divorced spouses be payable

at age sixty-two if the former spouse is eligible for benefits; even if

such former spouse is still a wage earner or otherwise not claiming
full benefits: The Commission also proposed that deferred surviv-

ing spouse benefits be indexed by increases in wages, not prices; after

the death of the worker. This change would alleviate the probiem

of widow’s benefits being keyed to the standard of living more closely

related to that at the time of her husband’s death. Disabled depen-

dent survivors under age sixty would also be aided by the Commis-

sion’s recommendation that they be entltled to receive a larger share
of the deceased wage earner’s benefit.”

More comprehensive reforms have been proposed by Con-
gresswoiiian Mary Rose Oakar, for example, the inheritance of ear-

nings credits by a surviving spouse {(to permit “tacking” of earnings

records),” a “transition benefit” plan to assist the over-age-fifty
dependent spouse in moving into the labor force,” and a proposal

to provide benefit: for the older divorced spouse of a late marriage

who would otherwise be inieligible because of the duration-of-marriage

requirement;™

w NATIONAL Commssrot« REPORT: supra note 4; at Statement (9); 3:

" NaTiONAL CoMMissioN REPORT, supra note 4, at 2-12, 2-13.
™ See House Hearings: supra note 1, at 42-43.
B 1d. at 4l

™ Id. at 2.
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‘This set of proposals is by rio means comprehensive, but represents
a beginning step toward improvemsnt of the Social Security system.

It is important that the impetus for careful reform, which has come

iargely from recipients, not be lost in the enormous task of correc-
ting the system. In light of the current fiaarcial crisis of the Social

Security system, it is also crucial to address the question of what

methods may best be used to finance any additional or improved

benefit plans.

CONCLUSION

billion dollars in benefits to some thirty-six million people, fifty-two

percent of whom are women.™ The case studies and proposals set
forth above are by no mears a comprehensive chronicle of the prob-

lems that affect that majority, but do highlight some of the changes

that are needed and could be accomplished within the context of cur-

rent fiscal reform.
All of the beneficiaries of our Social Securlty system are entitled

to dignity and recognition from the system that they helped to build.

The value of women’s contributions to American society, whether
as wage earners or homernakers, must be accorded its worth, and
fundamental changes must be made in order to minimize the discord

between our prbfessed values and rhetoric and the reality of our Social

Security system.

™ Congressional Research Service, 1982,

| -y
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Ms. Oakar. Thank you, Mary Jean, and I know NOW is having a

very important conference here in Washington next week and that
is one of your issues that I am going to be one of your panelists.
Ms. CoLLins. Yes, you are indeed.

Ms. OakaR: It's a pleasure to see you so active in that issue and
in other issues. . o .
Catherine, we are happy to have you here as well.
STATEMENT OF CATHERINE EAST -
~ Ms: Easr: Thank you. I am very pleased to be here. I would like
to comment before starting my testimony, on the point raiced by
Congressman Daub. - . . - . - S
~ Mis: Oakar: He will be back in a second. Maybe ycu would like to
Ms. Esr. Well, Madam Chair and members of the task force, the
National Women’s Political Caucus congratulates you on holding
these hearings and appreciates the invitation to appear. Our Chair,
Kathy Wilson, rogrets that she cannot appear in person, as she is

in California on caucus business. I am Catherine East, legislative
director; speaking in her behalf. Of course, as it has been pointed
out here, one of the primary reasons for the disproportionate

number of older women that are in poverty is that our laws have
community property States. L
__The women’s movement; from its earliest beginnings in this
Nation; has sought as one of its primary goals economic, legal and
social equality in marriage. The mainstream of the movement

throughout its long history has never advocated that all women

should be employed outside the home, only that the paid and

unpaid work of women be accorded equal value.

Elizabeth Cady Stanton in 1870 envisioned women “as an inde-
gétjdéht equal partner with man in the state; the church and the
ome’. . . . o
~All Presidential advisory commisiions on women’s status, both
those appointed by Democratic Presidents and those appointed by
Republican Presicférité; from the Kennedy Commission in 1963 to
the IWY Comimission in 1976, have advocated laws which reccgnize

marriage as an economic partnership: There was never much pub-
licity given to that; but that was always one of the main ricom-
mendations. . - - L
__The delegates to the National Women’s Conference at Houston in
1977, who were elected at open meetings in every State and terri-
tory, and represented all of the women’s organizations concerned
with advancement of the status of women; adopted a recommenda-
tion that the homemaker be covered in her own right under social
security and that the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare
be directed to give a high priority to developing an administration
proposal for achieving this purpose. All of the organizations con-
cerned with women'’s status support this principle; which I believe
you can see from those that are here, as well as church groups and
others. - - : L U

Though there has always been beautiful rhetoric from political
and intellectual leaders about the value of homemaking and the
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rearing of children, the Words did not begin to be translated into

action in the domestic rélatjor s Jlaws of the States or the Social Se-
curity Act at the Federal level until the women in the State legis-
latures and the CongresS: sided and encouraged by the women's
movement; assumed the l€adership in reform. Even so, reform has
been slow in coming—%!®Wer than in many other institutions in
oursociety. ) L o
__The National Women 8 Bolitica] Caucus has a special interest in
reforms in social security law. Our primary goal is to increase the
number of women in €leftlve and éﬁpdiﬁtiiié office. That is; women
whe support the goals of the women’s movement. Of course, one of
the reasons we do this 1S that we have observed that the reforms
on these issues come from the women members of State legisla-
tures and Congress.. - e
Most women in electiv€ office, not including school boards; have
no other occupation outsids the home. The Center for American

women in politics at. RUl8ers University found in a 1981 urvey
that only about one-third of the women in elective office were cur-
rently employed outside the home, either full time or part time, in
addition to elective office: , T

_In some States the salary earned as an officehiolder is not cov-

ered by social security. If féforms are not made soon in the system,
some of these women WHO havr: devoted their lives to public service
as homemakers, volunte€ls in civic endeavors and as officeholders,

will face an old age witiSut even minimal economic protection:
While the caucus has ma%€ no demographic survey of membership,
we suspect that most of OUr menshers are married women who will
have earned benefits thal are lesg than their dependents’ benefits.

It’s has always been aMazing to me, as I have been a strong ad-

vocate of the ERA and Nave debated it frequently, that while the
feminists and the pro-ERA people consistently recognize the home-
maker’s role as being e443a] in value with that of the providing
spouse; the opponents of R4 have assumed that it has no value. It
has always been puzzlin® and surprising that the Eagle Forum,

who claim to represent h®Mmemakers—Phylis Shafley—many of her
arguments against the ERA are based on the assumption that the
homemaker has no value: She alleged that the ERA would require
homemakers to contribut€ half of the monetary income; that it
would force them into the lahor force.

The proponents, of Cour'se; backed up by the intent of Congress,
as expressed in the legislative history, argued that the homemak-
er’s role would be sccord®d gqua] value and that the ERA would
provide great benefits for the homemaker; both in domestic rela-
tions law and in social security law.

It has been well docum€ited here and in other places that a dis-
proportionate number of ®lderly women are living in poverty. I
won't repeat the data thal are well known to members of this task
force. It is clear that the Myjor contributing factors are the failure
of our society to provide legal and economic equality for women

who work inside the hom€, Women who work outside the home and
women who combine both- .~ S
. Congresswoman Qakar’s bill, H.R- 2742, is a major step forward
in addressing changes neef®q in the current social security old age
and survivor’s insurance Program to bring it into accord with the

1
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principle that marriage is an_economic partnership in which both
partners contribute equally: We. thank her for her leadership in

this vital area and the sponsors for their support. We support H.R.

[The prepared statement of Ms. East follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CATHERINE EAst; LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL
WOoMEN'S PoLrTICAL CAUCUS

_ Madam Chair and Members of the Task Force, The National Women’s Political
Caticus congratulates you_on holding these hearings and appreciates the invitation
to appear. Oiir Chair, Kathy Wilson, regrets that she cannot appear ifi persomn, as
she is in California on Caucus business: . ... . ...

I am Catherine East, Legislative Director, speaking in her behalf. -
_ The women's movement, from its. earliest beginnings in this niion, has sought as
one of its pcimary goals, economic, legal, and social equality in marriage. The main-
stream of the movement throughout its long history, has never advocated that all
women should be employed outside *he homé—only that the paid and unpaid work
of woitieii be accorded equal value. o o .
" Elizabeth Candy. Stanton in 1870 envisioned women as an “irideperident, equal
partner with man in the State; the charch; and the home.” :
" The President’s Commission on the Status of Women in 1963 saw "marriage as a
partnership in which each spouse makes a different but equally important contribu-
tion” with each spouse having a “legally defined substantial right” in the earnings
of the other; in the property acquired g'u'riﬂe marriage, and in their mansgement.

The National Commission on the Obgervance of International Women'’s_Year said
inn 1976 “The Social Security Act, and until recently its amendments, have reflected
the prevailing image of the homemaker as an appendage of the husband—not .a
fully equal partner. Had she been considered an equal partner, the system would
have credited her with half the benefits accruing from her husband’s coverage with
a right to keep the accrual at divorce or at early widowhoo!l.” - - -
" The Commission recommended. that “the homemaker be covered in her own right
under social security to provide-income security for the risks of old age, disability,
and death ., .” and “that the Secretary of Health, Education, -and Welfare be di-
rected to give a high Priority to developing an administration proposal for achieving
this purpose.”’ e - - .

The WY Commission also pointed out the inevuities of the wife who is employed
oiitside the home for part of her life and full time in the home for part. . . . .
" “The delegates to the National Women's Conference at Houston in 1977, elected at
open meetings in every state and territory, adopted the same recommendation. :
" Though there has -always been beautiful rhetoric from_political and intellectual
leaders about the value of homemaking and the rearing of children, the words did
not begin to be translated into action in the domestic re ations laws of the States or
tho Social Security Act at the Federal level until women in the.State legislatures
and. the Congress, aided an encouraged by the women’s movement, assumed the
leadership in reform._ ____ .. _ - - T —
- Even so, reform has been slow in coming—slower than in many other institutions
in our seciety. - — U S S S : L
" The National Woimei’s Political Caucus has a special interest in reforms in social
security law. - - . T
" Our primary goal i8 to increase the number of women in_elective and appointive
office—women who support the goals of the. women’s miovement. Most women in
elective office ot including school boards) have no. other occupation outside the
home. The Center for the American Woman and Politics found, in a 1981 Survey,

that only about one_third of the women in elective office were currently employed

putside the home, either full time or part time, in addition to elective office.
“In somie states, the salary earned as an office holder is not covered by social secu-
rity. If reforms are not. made soon_in_the 8ystem, some of these women who have
devoted their. lives to public service as homemakers, volunteers in civic endeavors,
ard as office holders will face. an old age without even minimal economic protection.
~ While the Caucus has mace ne demographic survey of membership, we suspect
that most of our members are married women who would have earned benefits that
were less than their dependent’s benefit. - S
"It has been well documented that a disproportionate number of elderly women
are living in poverty, and-1 won't repeat the data that are well known to the mem-

bers of this task force. It is clear that the major contributing factors are the failure

1
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of our society to provide legal and economic equality for worien whio work iniside the
homie; women who work otitside the home, and women who ct neboth. - -
- Congresswoman Oakar's bill, H.R.. 2742, i3 a major step forward in addressing
changes needed in the current Social Security Old Age and Survivors Insurance Pro-
gram to bring it into accord with the principle that marriage is an economic part-
nership in which both spouses contribute equally. We thank her for her leadership
in thi, vital aréa and the sponsors for their support. We support H.R. 2742.
- Ms. EasT. Congressman Daub, I wanted to mention the article in
the Post. =
Mr.Davs. Yes. ,
Ms. East. 1 noticed it said that they surveyed only employers
with 250 or more employees. I don’t know what proportion of the
labor force is employed by employers of fewer than that, I suspect
a considerable proportion. - L
Mr. Daus. About 60, as a matter of fact. o
Ms: East. And an even higher proportion of the woren would be
with employers of 250 or less. o
Mr:. Daus. There is a distinction on that. It Seems more women

are engaged in employment by the larger corporate institutions:.

Ms. East. Pardon? =~ : . i

Mr. Daus. Women tend to have a higher percentage of employ-
ment in the larger business than in the smaller business:

Ms. East. Oh, they do?

Mr. Daus. Yes: o

Ms. East. I am surprised at that. ) , i
- Mr. Daus. The benefits are better. Insurance companies and
banks; have had broader and more liberal views, with respect to
women employees. o .
- Ms: East: Of course; they don’t tend to ever collect on those
benefits. o

Mr:. Daus. That’s the big problem.
~ Ms. East. Yes; the insurance companies employed women with
the notion that they would be there for 4 or 5 years; collect no

aal

benefits and then leave to have children: They didn’t provide them
with leave for maternity until they were forced to by title VII

Mr. Daus. We will talk about that when my turn comes.

Ms. OAKAR. Let me just say that as part of my 5 minutes that
next week we are having a very important hearing that relates to
pensions and how people, right before they are ready to collect
their pension, get cut off from employment, and unfortunately,
again, most of these are women. And 1 remember when I first came
on this committee 7 years ago, my first term in_office; our commit-

tee did do a study on private sessions support. It may be certainly

outdated somewhat, but I don’t think it’s changed dramatically.
Only 15 percent of the American population, with our study, had
any other form of pension besides the social security insurance pro-
,gfs'q,f it seems as if that article is extraordinarily misleading, to say
the least:. ; - S S
_Mary Jean, yesterday your president testified, as I understand it
through my friend, Congresswoman Schroeder, before the Judiciary

Committee, on the equal rights amendment. Of course, some of us
feel if we had an equal rights amendment we may not have to be

here today with respect to correcting the injustices toward social
security.
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_ But nonetheless, one of the Members asked her a question. In
the asking, I am sure it was a sincere question, but attempted to
get a woman’s group to pit one issue against the other.

Ms. CorLins. Right. ) L

Ms. Oaxar. You know, social security legislation versus the
equal rights amendment.

Ms: Coruins. Right. S )

Ms. OAKAR. s there any competition with respect to your organi-

zation's interest, and if not, where does the issue of social security
stand with your organization? o

Ms. CoLLiNs. Well, I think there’s no conflict at all between sup-
porting your bill on social security and other reforms of the system,
and support for the equal rights amendment. In fact, those two po-
sitions support each other. : el

The equal rights amendment, as you rightly point out, would be
a clear statement in the Constitution of the United States tkat the
kind of inequities that exist under social security would not be pos-
sible under the equal rights amendment. We might;, however, still
be sitting here debating what form of equity we should institute.

We just wouldn’t have to debate whether or not it would be insti-
tuted. It would be instituted by a mandate of the equal rights

amendment, if we had the equal rights amendment.

" But the forum would be a discussion that would need to be held
by the Congress, in any case. S S e
“The social security system, a vast Federal program, 18 precisely
what the equal rights amendment is designed to get at, that cannst

be gotten at State by State, which is sometimes the argument made

against the amendment, that we should go State by State. We

would never reach the social security system.

"1t is completely consistent and a high priority for our organiza-
tion to move aheail, not only on the equal rights amendment; but

also on economic ‘ustice for women. We have_ a very strong cam-
paign to end discrimination in insurance. Social security represents
another piece of the economic situation that women face. I would
like to point out; and it is one of those unfortunate statistics that
proves the point, that the 59 cents wimen earn in the workplace

continues with tiem into their retirernent; and basically to their

death. : , L

Fifty-eight cents, approximately, is what women get under their
private pensions. So, we're interested in any reform that would
give relief to women instantly. We are now at a point of trying to
pass the ERA out of Congress. It's not out yet and it has 7 years in
the States. We need to give relief to American women as quickly as
we can, and this bill would help to do that.

Ms. Oakar: Thank you verymuch. . S

One other quick question. What is NOW’s position on the dual

entitlement provision? . .

“Ms. CorninNs. Well, we look at the dual entitlement provision as a
situation where we have lost wages for women, where women are
literally paying into the system and not getting a fair return on
the wages that they put in.

"In fact, we've tried to determine this week what the cost to

Wcilﬁctiéﬁ was. The figure was that 28 percent of women are dual en-
titled.
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. So, we called the Social Security Administration and asked them
how much money that represeuted, and they said that they didn’t
even keep the information that way and that they had no way to
retrieve 1t. Perhaps one of the things this task force could recom-

mend is that at least the social security system figure out what thic

is costing women, or- what women are paying in versus what
they’re getting out of the system: ; S
We think, again, that earnings sharing wouid be a fairer way to

calculate womens’ contribution to the system and also a fair way to
make sure that the money that’s coming out of the system is equi-

tably distributed. @~ = 00— S o
. Ms. OAkAR. Well; that is a very important point and we will do
that. I'm amazed that they don’t have that answer.

Ms. CoLrins: 1t is: S o
__Ms. OAgAR. In terms of the contribution of being covered in dual

manner. . B
_ Catherine, you mentioned that one of the goals of your organiza-
tion is getting women elected and appointed to positions and ycu
also mentioned that, curiously enough, it’s the women in Congress
who, very often; are the ones that push forward issues particularly
of interest to women. It's a little lonely occasionally having 22 out
of 535 Members of Congress, although we depend upon thoughtful
men who will support our legislation_and initiate legislation that
relates to equity. Otherwise, we wouldn’t get too far, being so out-
numbered. , T
_How do you see your caucus’ support for economic reforms such

as social security and pension coverage and the whole question of
economic justice and equity as a means to getting more women
elected into public office? o

Ms. EasT. Well, we won’t endorse a candidate, man or woman,
who doesn’t support our goals. And we feel that only by getting
people who support our goals into public office that we're going to
achieve them. That became perfectly clear on the battle on the
equal rights amendment, that some of the important State legisla-
tors who were responsible. for ite defeat, in the Southern States
particularly, where I lobbied, are simply unalterably opposed to
equality for women. And the only thing we can do is replace them,
. We hope to replace them with women—or men;, and we support

men—who.are in harmony with our goals, and we think these

goals are important issues to raise in any election campaign. I
think, as Senator Dole said, anyone who doesn’t listen to women
won't be herelong. @~~~ .
_.Ms. OAka2. Js the social security reform one of the issues and
one of the criteria that both organizations use in endorsement?

Ms. EAsT. We definitely would, yes. The equal rights amendment,
as Mary Jean said;, equal rights amendment; the social security

reform; and the Womens’ Economic Equity Act are complementary
things. If we had the equal rights amendment, Congress would be
forced to do some of these things. But we're glad to have them done
when they're not forcedto. - . .

__One of the great benefits of the debate about the equal rights
amendment in the States was that much State legislation was re-
formed as a result of the debate. We've had benefits just from the
debate and we’re going to continue to work for all our goals; eco-
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nomic goals, independently. After all, if the ERA is ratified, should

it be ratified next year, it would be 2 years before it went into
effect. We're not willing to wait until the ERA is ratified to achieve
the gains that it would require. =~~~ - - - - o

"~ Ms. Oakar. We would sure have more of a handle on the whole

implication of womens’ contribution to the trust fund if they could

answer your question about dual entitlement.

‘Ms. Easr. I strongly suspect that a great many. of the benefits

that were expanded in the sixties, the seventies, and the optimism
aboiit the fund that existed until we realized that it was in trouble,
came from

these extra contributions of woren, as_middle-aged
women same into the labor force, and they came in in increasing
numbers through the fifties, sixties; and _seventies. They were
rr}xlaking contributions from which they would get no return, most of
them. o
~_So, it made the social security trust fund look a lot healthier
than it was. o S . S :

Ms. Oagar. Well; this is one Member who predicts that there is

going to be a huge surplus in the 1990’s and if we d-n't take the
trust fund out of the budget—the way that we should have—then
that trust fund, which is the second largest pot of money in the
budget; can sure be manipulated, and has been, every time they try
to decrease benefits. Therefore, you know, I feel that the money is
there, when it’s a priority, a national priority.

Ms.East.Yes. . - - .-

Ms. Oakar. Thank you very much: Mr. Daub? o
_ Mr. Daus: We would have a difference of opinior on that point.
The labor shortage looming on the horizon and the fact that we
have fewer births and fewer deaths; and an aging of our society are

factors we all agree with. In fact, we're going to have, if we contin-
ue to do what we're doing, a lot more demands on fewer taxpayers.
~ So, Pm not so sure; in fact; that the actuarial table will say that
in the nineties we're going to have this huge source of money.

However, 1 do agree; and did cosponsor the bill that provided

that whatever the amount in this fund should be off line and safe
from the indirect collateralizing of other programs. This would pre-

vent this fund from being used to tell the American public that the
deficit was less than it really was, because of other spending and
other programs. So, I think we agree on the objective. I just don’t
think all that money is going to be there, like some think.

" Let me also pose one thought to you on the ERA,; and I am a sup-
porter, I underscore that.

Ms. Oakar. We'reglad. - - . . L

 Mr. Daus. I'm not so sure that the logic is correct. Just because
the equal rights amendment exists, I'm not so sure that would
force the Congress into having to do all these things on the issue of
fairness. You have to go back; it seems to me, on social security,
and say then that it doesn’t make any difference what you pay in
at all. We'll have to change our whole concept of social security. It

would no longer be a benefit calculated on what you and/or your
employer contribute, plus your average 60 months and 5 years; or
your highest wage level, plus the COLA clause, the cost-of-living es-
calator increase. Those are the three principal things that deter-

mine one’s social security benetit:
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It would seem to me there’s a breach of logic if we just; all of a
sudden; say that if the equal rights amendment were in effect, we
could have all these benefits equalized. I think if that's the objec-
tive, then we'll simply need to change our view about how we fund
the benefit. So, I just want you to know that I don't see it as easy
as maybe you would hope it wouldbe. =

Now let me ask you this question: In death we forfeit money we
paid to the system. One could claim then; if the surviving spouse

wanted _to, that_because my husband or my wife predeceased me

and had all of these credits earned in the higher amount, I ought

to get the benefit of what they had earned; in dollars; quarters; or
credits. It's unfair_on its face, isn’t it? A person worked and they
paid in but they didn’t live long enough to even get out what they
paid in. That’s unfair. =~ =

Ms. East. That's something we can’t control.. S
_Mr. Daus. Well, the point, though; is that the tables actuarially
have been used, the quarters and the wage levels set, and the
payouts have been calculated, yet we think those things are unfair.
1 want to get to the point on how we pay for this. Do we tax fringe
benefits; health insurance? What_do we do? Do we raise the payroll
tax on the employer and the employee? What'’s your opinion? .

Ms: East. Well, I'd like to answer that question that Ms. Quiiilan

gave. I don’t think we know yet what will be the best way, and I
don’t think it's up to the advocacy groups who don’t have the actu-
aries; who don’t have the expertise, to come up with a method of
paying for it. That will be a responsibility of Congress, and particu-
larly the committee that is concerned, working with the Social Se-
curity Administration and their experts: S
) Mr. Daus. But all of your Members pay taxes just like everybody
else; _. _ -

Ms. EaAsrt. I know, but we—— o o }

Mr. Daus. I mean, isn’t it a concern that you don’t know how to
pay for it? - - e
__Ms. East. Sure; of course. We want to pay for it but we didn’t
decide how the original social security—you didn’t ask us our
advice on how the original system would be paid for, and what
kind of a system would be set up. : .

Mr. Davs: I just wondered if you did have an idea, not that I
want to be argumentative aboutit. @~ == === .
- Ms: East. No, no, we don’t. And I don’t think it’s our responsibil-
ity . L :

Mr. Daus. All right, that’s fine. Thank you very much. ,

Ms. CoLLiNs. Let me just say this about that: There is sometimes
a discussion, the whole discussion about cost is an important one,
and we acknowledge in our testimony that that question has to be

égdfééééd. We acknowledge also that it may cost some money to do
this. S o
But let me just make a general comment that is always raised
when we talk about the inequities that women are getting less pay
or they are paying more for their insurance, or Whatever, that the
institution that is the discriminator, whether it’s the Federal Gov-
ernment or an insurance company or a corporation, everyone wor-

ries about how it is that they are supposed to pay to make up for

that inequity that they have been benefiting from all these years,
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and worries too little; [ think, about the fact that every day, every
year; that we keep this inequity going, that elderly woman suffers
discrimination under the system, and that the cost is now being
borne by individuals. L o o

In other words, the cost is there; It’s being borne by individuals
not_having enough food or rent, or whatever, and that that's the
context in which we have to look at this. Of course, the system has
to pay for this.

We suggeste et
seems. to be one area to look at, the idea of taxing fringe benefits.
That is riot our position at this point, that that’s the sole solution
to this. It just was put in there to suggest that there are ways. to
look at the projection that Congresswoman Oakar feels comfortable
with; that the system will actually have a surplus in the nineties.
All of this has to be looked at very carefully and we will make the
best projection wecan. . _ S

We are saying don’t balance the budget continuously at the ex-
pense of women, which is what we see has been done over these
many years, that women have been in the work force. This is not
new. this statistic that half of the women of 70 years of age spent
20 years in the work force, which we heard today. That means that

this problem just didn’t happen yesterday, that it is there, that the

d, one; basically throwing out an area where there

inequity is there, and that every day that goes by more woiten go
into the work force, pay their own social security benefit, are not
getting the same benefit out of the system, and it is crying for
reform and a changing. - : : S

And it may cost additional revenue and we have to look for that

revenue and find a sensible and the fairest way to get it.

Mr. DAuB. That’s my point. - . o
~ Ms. CoLuins. We can’t say because there's—because we can’t
think of revenue—I mean, we're always moving revenue. The U.S.
Congress is always appropriating money for something, and the
revenue is. there in the big pot, and the question is: Will we put

enough priority on equity for older women to make the changes
necessary in the system? I think that’s really the question you are

faced with: . L S

Mr. Daus. I appreciate it. I am looking for those ways; too. I am
asking you that question to get the benefit of your thinking. Thank
you very much._

Ms. CoiLins. OK. -

Ms. Oakar: Mr: McCain? __ =~ .
 Mr. McCAiN. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I also am interested

in the earnings sharing proposal that is so strongly supported, and

I will be very interested in Mr. Myers’ testimony. In his prepared
statement; Mr. Myers states: - o

1 know of no_person; female or male, who has a thorough administrative aspect of
the OASDI System who believes that it is feasible to drastically revise the program
in this manner:

I am anxious to hear his response to this claim.
Also, most Feo'ple who advocate a certain_ measure generally

believe, some responsibility for finding out how

should have, lity lIor |
much that measure costs as far as the taxpayer is concerned. One

of the problems voiced to me by working women in my district is
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the ever-increasing amount of their salary that is going into social
security taxes.

- As far as the money in the trust fund being in abundance in the
1990’s; I certainly would not want to. dispute the wisdom of our
very knowledgeable chairwoman, but if there is a surplus; it will be
the first time in any program of this nature that we have underes-

timated rather than overestimated. And in addition to that, we
have a problem with the medicare trust fund, which is; of course;
estimated to have a $400 billion deficit by, I believe; 1992.
~_So I would again ask, and I hope without being too repetitious,
that at some time, if you could provide t. his committee—imaybe
when we have more information—as to costing, if you all would
provide this committee with methods that we could employ to raise
the necessary revenues. And I am not sure that because the Con-
gress appropriates money—at least in the opinion. of this
Member—with all too alarming frequency that that is the proper
answer either.

Ms. East. Well, I hope the Health and Human Services survey
will lay out the options. That’s one of the purposes. The IWY Com-
mission recommended that the Department make such a study. We
recognize that there is no one really who has not had experience in
that system or experience in a similar system, who understands it
well enough to come up with a proposal for how to amend it and

what the options are for financingit.

__So I hope that that group will come up with both and I am sure

they will: e )
Ms. CoLLiNs. I think all of the organizations that have spoken

here would be happy to commetit as alternative possibilities of re-
sources are developed: What I think we are saying to you is the

sidize the system and receive an unfair benefit. That's important
information for you, too, because we do represent taxpayers. The
women we represent are simply. unwilling to go on paying in twice
as much and getting out single benefits. That’s important informa-
tion for the committee to have, too.

Mr. McCaiN. Well, thank you very much: . S
__Ms. OarAR. Thank you very much, Congressman. Some of the in-
formation is in the Commission report concerning the surplus in
various decades. o S . -

. Mr. McCaIn. If the gentlelady would yield 1 second, I saw studies
in the sixties that also said the same thing about the condition of

the program in the eighties which were; obviously; also based on
false economic assumptions, among other things. So it is not that I

am disagreeing; but I think we should look at it with some skepti-
cism, given the past record of our projections. S

Ms. Oaxar. Well, I wasn't suggesting that we necessarily depend
solely on the trust fund as it is to correct the inequities. But; I am

suggesting that we have plenty of money for lots of other things
and if more than 50 percent of the population are in bad economic
shape, particularly when they get older, and it is not a priority of

this country; then God help us: o
I want to thank our witnesses very; very much.

Ms: Corrins: Thank you.
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Ms. East. Thank you very much. .~
 Ms. Oaxar: We _have another Member of Congress. who_would
like to briefly testify. Congresswoman Marcy Kaptur from Toledo,
Ohio, is here. Congresswoman, thank you very much for being with
us and we look forward to your statement.

STATEMENT OF HON. MARCY KAPTUR, A REPRESENTATIVE

- FROM THE STATE OF OHIO

Ms. KAPTUR. Tharnk you, Madam Chairwoman; and I just want to
commend you for your leadership on this issuc, as. not only a

Member of Congress; but as the senior Congresswoman from Ohio.
5pd as the junior Congresswoman from Ohio, I am here to support
you. - - : : o
"I want to thank you for holding these hearings, for focusing on
this issue; and to state that the commitment that you have exhibit-
ed as chair of this Task Force on Social Security and Woitlen i§

most commiendable: - .

" Today’s hearings play an important first step in insuring that
the goals of H.R. 2742, legi: slation to.rectify the inequities in the

social security system, will be accomplished and I am pleased to be
a cosponsor of your bill and I want to ‘thank you for the leader-

ship—not only of yourself, but of your task force: - ]
Women are more dependent on social security than their male
counterparts and we know that 91 percent of retired women re-
ceive social security benefits, while only 10 percent receive. private
pensions. Women’s homemaker status, their traditional status in
the home, lower wages in the workplace, and fewer years in the

work force than men, have contributed to the lowest benefit levels.

Last week when 1 was home in my own district, I met with a

group of waitresses who work for $2.01 an hour with no benefits. I
am constantly reminded of the economic inequities that face
women across this country. o L L
Widows, in miost instances, cannot receive benefits before age 60
and those who do opt_for benefits at age 60 are heavily penalized:
Fully 71 percent of elderly citizens living in poverty are women.
The system is truly biased -against working women. Working
spouse’s benefits are so_low that their earnings have little value:
The rights of divorced women and homemakers. need to be reex-
amined and the system’s obvious inequities toward women benefici-
aries needs to be addressed.. ) e
The Social Security Act Amendments of 1983 liberalized eligibil-
ity and computation formulas but did not address the larger inequi-
ty issues which you are dealing with. Comprehensive reform is es-
sgqtial; and hopefully, these hearings will pave the groundwork for
that. . . o
'A system created in the 1930’s must be changed to : eflect the re-
alities of the 1980’s. We owe American women, homemakers and

wage earners, widows and divorced women nothing less than ade-
quate and equitable retirement security. . . . _
~ Madam Chairman, I am grateful to you for allowing me to enter

these remarks in the record. I do have another engagement that I

miust be off to shortly and I want to wish you well in these hear-

126

- -



123
ings and offer any support that I can in the enactment of legisla-
tion that will flow from your work here.

Thankyou. =~ o B

Ms: Oakar: Thank you, Marcy; very much for your statement
and for your support. We are very grateful for your figures..
_ Mr. DAuB. Yes; as a matter of fact, they are calculations we
haven’t had in testimony up to this point in_the hearing and we
are grateful for them. I appreciate them. Thank you.

Ms. KApTUR. Thank you very much.

Ms. OAkAR. Thanks, Marcy.

We are going to ask in the interest of time that the next wit-
nesses come up as a panel and you will all get an opportunity. We
have Edith Fierst, who is the Chair of the Technical Committee on

Social Security Reform for Women; Louis Enoff, who is the Acting

Deputy Commissioner for Programs and Policy; Department of
Health and Human Services; Robert Myers, former Chief Actuary,

Social Security. Administration; Charlotte Luskey, chair, Commit-
tee on Aging, the Association of Junior Leagues; and dJudith Finn,
who is with Eagle Forum.
We would like you all to come up because we want everyone to
feel that, whether they are first or last in terms of testifying, every
word that you utter we consider very important. o
Edith, we know you have a time problem so we are going to start
with you; if you don’t mind.
PANEL_THREE—CONSISTING  OF EDITH FIERST, ATTORNEY;
CHAIR, TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ON SOCIAL _SECURITY

REFORM_FOR WOMEN; LOUIS ENOFF, ACTING DEPUTY COM-
MISSIONER FOR PROGRAMS AND POLICY, DEPARTMENT OF

HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES; ROBERT MYERS, FORMER
CHIEF ACTUARY, SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION; CHAR-
LOTTE LUSKEY; COMMITTEE ON AGING; THE ASSOCIATION OF
JUNIOR LEAGUES, INC., ACCOMPANIED BY GEORGE HASKETT;
AND JUDITH FINN, EAGLE FORUM
- _ STATEMENT OF EDITH FIERST ] )
~ Ms. Fierst. Thank you very much. I appreciate being heard at
this time, and I will not read my entire testimony.

- Ms. Oakar. Without objection; I will submit the entire testimony
for the record. Thank you. = = .

__Ms. Fiersrt. I want to say first of all that I think this is a very
exciting meeting. Several years ago, you had another hearing at
which I appeared. At that time you, Mary Rose Oakar, were the
only Member of Congress who was listening, and there were just a

handful of people in the audience: It seemed as though no one was

paying any real attention to this problem. Now I see several Mem-
bers of Congress listening and a roomful of people paying a great
deal of attention: . s . L o

I think the questions that have been raised by several Members,
specifically, “How are you going to operate an earning sharing
plan; is there an administrative and financially sensible proposal,”
are very important questions. I believe the proponents of earnings
sharing—primarily women, but anybody else who is interested—

should help think the problems through: We are capable of doing
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this. When I left the Government at the beginning of 1981, I had

"Originally, I tried to raise some grant funds to support it; with-
out success. 1 went ahead and started a group anyway, which is
known as the Technical Committee for Social Security Reform for
Women. We received our first grant; a small one from AARP,
during 1982. e :

" In the beginning there were just a handful of people who came to
the meetings: Over time; more people have become interested in
what we are doing. Several of the people who were witnesses here
earlier, for example, attended as representatives of their organiza-
tions or out of personal interested. Representatives of some of the
organizations who have testified apparently didn’t know about the

technical committee; but other people in their organizations do.

Cathy Straggas, who is assisting the chair of this committee, is a
regular attendee and a valuable one: A number of people from the
Social Security Administration come. Some of them come officially
as advisers—we did ask for assistance at the start. Others, both
Government. and nongovernmental, come because we hold our
meetings at lunchtime and anyone is free to express a personal in-
terest. , R T

As time went on, the technical committee members have became

more and more concerned about some of the basic questions that
you have been asking here related to cost; and also, what would
happen to_people whose benefits might be changed. If it is neces-

sary to reduce benefits of some recipients to get the requisite funds;
we wanted to know how much money we were talking about and
what the consequence would be to individuals who are now recipi-
ents of social security. We were very fortunate in_getting_grants
from both the Rockefeller and Ford Foundations. The grants have

gone to the Urban Institute, which has a_computer model of the
social security population called Dynasim. The Urban Institute has
been testing our ideas and our suggestions Dynasims to see what
they would cost and how they would affect people. o
" You would be very interested and probably surprised to know

that the initial from Dynasim showed that the change to earnings

sharing; as our group was initially proposing it; would be virtually
without cost after the transition period. - S

" The technical committee was. very concerned though about how
earning sharing would affect ditferent groups in the population,
and we have obtained some very interesting data on that. Again,

we were pleasantly surpfi§éd to learn that the people whose bene-

fits would be raised were, generally speaking, people with low
benefits, and the people whose benefits would be cut were; general-
ly speaking, people with higher leveis of benefits. This is not a suf-
ficient answer because we want to know more about specific
groups.. The_computer shows what would happen to the benefici-
aries with 20 percent highest, 20 sercent lowest benefits, and so on
by category of recipient, such as widows; widowers; divorced people;
retired couples; and so on. L -

“We are not finished yet with our analytical work. The group, I

think, has caught fire. A lot of the people who began tc come in
the early stages thought that we were talking about a will o’ the
wisp and that earnings sharing would never happen. Now the
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public is beginning to believe we have a sound proposal to offer to

the Congress and to the covered population, which is justifiably
concerned, about possible adverse consequences of earnings shaving
as well as about possible beneficial consequences. o .

I am hopeful that next spring we will have a sound proposal.

Thank you for giving me this opportunity to appear and describe
our work. S e
[The prepared statement of Ms. Fierst follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF EpiTh U: Fierst, CHAILR OF THE TecHNi1CAL COMMITTEE ON
SociaL Security RErorM FOR WOMEN

I appreciate this opportunity to present my views to the Task Force on Social Se-
curity and Women, Your Chairperson, Mary Rose Oakar, has over the past several
vears been providing_the initiative and leadership to_improve social -security for
women through the invaluable bills she has introduced and hearings she has held.
All of us with concerns about Social Security and women are grateful to her.
_Social security is the most importaiit elemeiit i the security of America’s elderly
women. For most of those approaching and in old age, it is the principal, if not the
only, source of depenidable income. Moreover, social security is indexed to the cost of
living; thereby insuring against the nightmare of the past when inflation held its
greatest threat of disaste- to the elderly who had to live on fixed iricomes:

For these reasons and others, I beliéve social security is one of the greatest pro-
srams of the U.S. Government. That does not mean, however, that it needs no im-
provements. Like practically every thing else; Social Secuirity needs constant vigi-
lance and updating to keep it current with the changes inourlives.
__In particular, there are four problems in the ways social security serves women
that must be solved; . S -

First, under today's law a working wife receives little or no benefit as the result

of her work and the taxes she pays. The increase in her benefits from her working,
if any, is disproportionate to the effort she has made. This is unfair. S
. Second, under today’s law a divorced homemaker has no entitlement in her own

right to a sociel security benefit; but is entitled only as a dependent of her husband,

This means that F.fore he reaches retirement age, rio matter how old she is or how
great her need: she_is ineligible for a retirement benefit. Moreover; so long as he
lives; her benefit will be only half the dollar aniount of his, while his is untouched:;
Thus the cost of the divorce fallsonher. L
Third, under today’s law, a woman who has earned an entitiement to social secu.
rity can. lose-it by staying home to care for her young children or sick relatives,
Although society talks about admiring women who attend to family duties, in fact it
socks them with the considerable financial risk of doing so. If & homemaker should
become disabled, she cannot look to social security for-help. Even if her husband
leaves her because she is an invalid—not an unheard of event—sghe may be _totally
without funds. And this cnn be true_even if she worked in covered employment
before taking time out to care for her family. =~~~
 Fourth, if 2 woman is a married Homemaker for a period of her life and then is
divorced or goes to work out of economic necessity; or for emotional fulfillment; be-
'caus% of the dual entitlement rule, only rarely can she incresse her retirement
benefits. . S . o .
. Earnings sharing; that js a plan for dividing credits toward social secirity earned
during marriage, appeals to many persons who are concerned about these facts,
Indeed starting with the Social Security Advisory Council -and continuing through
the supplementary statement of five members of the 1983 National Comm
Social Security Refori, it has frequeritly been denoted the most promising solution;
It has not; however, been universally accepted because many persons of good will
fear that earnings sharing would create countervailing problems: The biggest one is
that it could be cc,uly at a time when government deficits are already too high, or
alternatively it might require the benefits of some recipients to be reduced in order
to pay for the increased benefits of others: 4 good many thoughtful observers have

hesitated to shoulder these risks; at least without kriowing their precise dimensions,
__The Technical Committee on_Social Security Reform for Women, whose Chair 1
am, was founded to design satisfactory solutions for these difficulties. The group has
been. meeting roughly every.two weeks since its inception in January; 1982; to work
on designing a feasible earnings sharing plan. At the first meetings there were only
a handful of members present, but over time, as the world began to take us serious-
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he group his grown. At present, members include represeqtatives or organiza-

17,
tions of feminists, homemakers, and older women; staff of Congresgional offices In-
cluding Cathy Straggas of Mary. Rose Oakar's staff; econ0Mic congultants; obbyists;

and Government personnel, including several from the Social gecurity Administra-
tion (some come officially as advisers, others unofficially). We meet at lunchtime
and follow an open door policy, welcoming anyone who wants to come. Most of our
decisions are reachied by consensus of the individuals presént. We send copies of our
minutes to anyorie who requests them,; so that we are doing ig known to.a wide
Dublic. In addition one of the social secarity staff members Who has been assigned to
advise us, Mary An; '"'rucnal, writes her own summary of What transpires, which

she_circulates to the SSA staff. In addition, she sometimes 8endg copies of our mif-
ates, .. . - - B I ety TR Tt
""At the start we were unable to attract financial support €xcept for a small grant

from the American Association of Retired Persons, for which 1 remain deeply grate-
ful. Later, after we had been meeting about a year, we Wer® Successful in obtaining
grant funds from Rockefeller and Ford Foundations with Which to obtain a comput-
B malysis of our proposals. This work s being done by the Urpan Institute, which

is the grantee, and which has a computer model of the G lal_Security ,pqpiillﬁt,i?’h

called Dynasim. Dynasim is based on a sample of the :
and is Kept current with the assumptions of the Social Sec

f the S Curity actuary as to unem-
ployment, longevity, divorce; labor force participation, fertility inflation, etc: With
its help we are able to make sophisticated projections a5 t the cost of our proposal
and its likely effect on.various segments of the social 8€CUrity population (e.g. r¢-
tired married couples, divorced persons, widows and widOWers, ‘disabled individuals).

We are currently in the midst of eXamining.the first BTOUP of Dynasim results to
see.what changes in our original design might be approp’ late. " __ .o

The data so far has been encouraging, showing—very. generglly—that the initial
proposal, after a transition period, Would be virtually cost-free, and that it would

tend to help beneficiaries whose social security benefits are low. Losers would be
concentrated among recipients of higher benefits. However, the Technical Commit-
tee is sensitive to ,gi’éﬁgrabrems involved for.each segment, ang has been reviewing
the consequences of the proposals very carefully. I expect S0me changes in our Pro-
posals to be forthcoming in_order to provide further protection to potential losers.
We do not feel it necessary to keep the design at zero Cost; 8lthough we aim to make
it low enough in cost to be politically saleable. i~ oo
" The House of Representatives computer has been made avajlable for our work,
primarily at the instance of Representative Claude PepPer and Mary Rose Oakar,
thus saving a substantial amount of money for further. COMpyter analysis. At the
present. time; however, our research funds.are exhausted, leavigg several issues un-
Fesolved. Our most immediate need is for funds with which.to update our results to
accoid with the changes in assumptions in the June 1983 socjal security actuary’s
report. - - - i i il tuze 1 ¢ rabine
' We are also seeking grant funds with which to analyze a proposal to corgbine
earnings sharifig with the proposal of the 1981 National ~0Mmission on Social Secu-
rity for a child care special minimum, as well as to determine what other resources
social security beneficiaries have. Many of us want to knoW the proportion and dis.
tribution of pensions, welfare or the forms of income 8Mong the eiderly before
inaking final recommendations. - R o

Finally; we are in need of further data to help us desigd 8 trapsition. .~ - .
* Whien this phz e of our work is complete; we expect t0 hold two confererices: one
for the social security community and the other for womeh 8 organizations, at which
we will present our ideas for discussion. It is our expectation ’that the group. will

want to make changes in its proposals based upon the F€actjons -and suggestions
that are evoked at these two conferences. The Ford Founcation has provided furids
for this purpose through the Center for Women Policy Studies; . S
__1t is our hope that we will be able to issue a final proposal ggmetime next sPring
We expect to do so before th Social Secur;ty Administration gnd the. Congressiona
Budget Office report. Both of them were mandated by the 1983 Social Sectrity
Amendments to report on the feasibility of changing ,S,OG’i“ Begyrity to make it more
SeSiable for woman. 1 do not expect the Social Security Admiistration to shoulder
the burden of designing a suitable plan, but rather tO Critique the proposdls of
others. The burden of designing an €a; sharing plan falls properly on those of
uas who believe earnings sharing i$ the njost 'pi"di’iiising §0 unoli; and we are attempt.
ingtocarryit. . _ . .

he Technical Committee welcomes help from everyone- L appreciate the opportu-
ity to describe its work; and would be glad to answer any Questions.
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~ Ms. OAKAR. Phank you. At this time; I will beczuse 1 knoW you
have 0 l€ave; | would like ¥ ask you a question; and if other Mem.

bers want to 4gk 4 question: It's fine also. o
Members of the committe® as well as the Chair 3¢ certainly con-
cerned 200Ut the cost, although'1 don’t think thay should be our
biggest ObStacle; We are conCerngd about who. Woujd be helped and
who Mgt not be helped: BV reform legislation: g5 you knoW; in
our bill, We 5 provide a tr8DSitjon period t0 e year 2010. Home.
makers Woul§ benefit in @0Y Cage from the bill because of the fact
that they. arg not ajways eligible for disability- Byt we don’t Want

the benellt tg po decreased-- - e
t Have Yol given any considerggion to that—the yhole idea of the

ransitizie . R . R . U . .
Ms. FIERST. Absolutely. We arg looking noW at tyansitions to the

year 2030- My own view at this juncture is that qyring the transi.

tion period there would be 8n ydditional cost to phasing in €arn.
ings shallng Lecaiise of what hag earlier been Saiq; People who. are
now in e system or aré NOw employed, bave eypectations that
ought N0t to e disappointed. Ryt neither d0 We goel. as a Broup;
that eve’L In the Jong run W€ Woyld insist upon & 2gro cost. There is
some aniCipgtion that earNing sharing might Cost something- But
in the long yun I don’t think that it would by a very sizable
amount 3 Money, as things are going now. . e S
One Other thing that 1 wanteq to tell you that I ;m finding very
exciting about working with thg group. That 1S, oyr compatibility,
although Tight from the StArt | have anticiPateq that we Would
have differenceg of opinion: We §jd what we could ¢ get a diversity
of grouPs t0 come—everyboCy is welcome; an¥bogy who wan's to
come i8 Welegme. We meet frony 12:30 to 2 rOUBhly every 2 Weeks
and we have never turned awsy anybody. We are hopeful that

people Who hgye doubts about what we are dOing will come and tell
us their doukts g0 we can try {5 resolve theM, ag some of them
ave. - - - , -
The f2¢t is that whenevel We get to the poifit of a decisions We
somehoW haye been able 0. regch a consensUs: We have almost
never had to t5ks a vote in Whicy there was 2 Mingrity which held
out for One position and 2 mgjority which ¥oted for. another,
There's 2 Eetera] feeling Of COmmonality of 94ls: When the £roup
knows SOMe fycts and sees 1OW 3 proposal iS £0lng to affect differ-
ent grouPs of peneficjaries, the ayswers seem t0 fal] jntp place: . -
__1 am SUre we won't agree On gverything We do; we have put off
some of OUr wore difficult decCigjons; but the trenq is toward con-
sensus: - - - .-
“Ms. OAKAR Well, that's 800 to hear. I WOUld gertainly think
HHS and the Social Security; egpecially, would be very helpful to
you in PUtting together your information. 1 KROW of your expertise
and I knOW of your objectiVity in the situation 25 wejl. T am hoping
all of tho% groups would be Supportive of YOUT efforts to comble-
ment Whateve, the adminisiratio, does and 0Ur tagy force does and
others t0 BEttino the information that is needed: ~
“Ms. FIERST, One of the thiNgs which you haVe already done: You
and RepPresentatives PepPel ang. Conable, Which js enormously
helpful t0.Us, ag to arrange for the computer thays owned by the
House of Representatives t0 be ryade available to gur group; o to

13
N S



128

the Urban Institutg so that some of pur money could be used not
to pay for computer time; but for further analysis. It would be won-
derful if we could get help from the Social Security Administration
for a small particular igsue. . o
" Ms: OAkAR. Well maybc we can both help you get that informa-
tion.
Mr. Daub? _ : T .
Mr. Daus. 1 just want to comment that I am delighted that you
are undertaking the work that yOU are doing: I gather inferentially
‘hat maybe ¥OU arg looking not Just at the year 2010, but you are
looking to the year 2030 to try t0 encompass a lot of the other cost
problems: I think there is wisdom in that approach, if we are going
to do something likethjs.
_Are yon looking gt child care Credits, what the marriage penalty
elimination does; what the IRA Increase could do, the credit for
care of the elderly. an idea that is gaining in popularity and the
private pension Pleggre? - T :
" All of these revepue outflows from good ideas are in the name of
fairness, are gOINg to start to change the picture of the retired man
and woman, in_the timeframe of 2019 to 2030. All of these options
will cost something These costs Will pot just be the credit sharing
or the surviving Spouse taking 01 Some feature of the predeceasing
spouse’s credit, but there are gOINE to be a lot of other things that
we do in the 1aw, gimed at providers equity for women that will
cost the Treasury punches of Money—if I can put it in those
terms—that maY put pressure ON the idea that general revenues
would be available ¢, fund some of these things. .
Ms: FiersT. What you are suggeSting is really more ambitious, I
think, than a Broup like this ¢an undertake. However, one of the
things that we are talking with a foundation about getting the
money to do; i8 o ook at the other giirces of income for social se-
curity recipients. - -
I said to you €arljer that the first yyns of the computer tended to
show that those Pegple who were receiving low benefits would be
"helped by earningg sharing anc those people who are receiving
high benefits woulq not be helped; or in some cases, would lose.
This has raised § question in OUr minds whether the people who
were going. to b€ helped maybe Nave big pensions, or some other
income which Makeg the raises Unnecessary. Maybe they are not
the ones who are most in need of & change in social security. Simi-
larly, even “igh henefits under Social security don’t provide for
lavish living a1d if people who have gocalled high benefits have no
other income; then ‘we want to think twice before we propose any
reduction; no Matter how small, 1N their social security benefits.-
We are also hopiyg to be able to look at the question of whether
increasing social Security benefits for peovle at the low end would
disqualify them for other benefits such as food stamps, SSI, what-
ever. We realiZe that tampering€ With social security may change
the fundamental safety net for the American public. ~ ~
Finally, while we think there are real inequities in social secu-
rity as everybodY has been describing today; and something has to
be done about them we believe StTongly that whatever changes are
made must be desighed very carefully. 1 hope to be around for the
day when Robert Myers, who i8 One’of the most distinguished ex-
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perts in social security will no longer make the statement that was

quoted eartier; I believe, by you, and which I had already -under-
lined in my copy of the testimony, to the effect that knowledgeable
people oppose earning sharing. I am hopeful that our words will
persuade many people who are thoroughly qualified in the adminis-
tratiiiié and financial aspects of social security to endorse our pro-
posal. L ..

Mr. Daus. I appreciate your contribution and I hope you will
make the results; in whatever form they come; available as soon as
you have them, to not only our chair and this committee, but to

Mrs. Heckler at the Department of Health and Human Services for
the purposes of their report by next July.

Ms. Oakar. Thank you. Mr. McCain?

Mr: McCain: No questions: ] .

Ms. OAKAR. Thank you. Thank you very much; as usual, for your
excellent testimony. Good to see you again.

Our next witness is Louis Enoff, who_is the Acting Deputy Com-
missioner for Programs; Policies; of HHS. We're glad to have you.
We understand Secretary Heckler was not able to be here because

she’s out of town. But we know she’s interested in this subject and
we're happy that you could come.

STATEMENT OF LOUIS ENOFF
~_Mr: EnoFF: That’s correct. I thank you, Madam Chairwoman, for
the opportunity to discuss the issues concerning women and social
Security benefits. ) S o o
As you know, this administration is committed to assuring that

the interests of women are adequately addressed under all Federal
programs. Your task force has already made important contribu-
tions in this area by highlighting the importance of the treatment
of women under social security; and by providing a forum on sever-
al occasions, incliding today, for various experts in this area to
present their views: - - . - -

~ Since the early years of the social security program; there has
been an interest in providing fair and adequate benefits for women,

and over the years benefits have been added to the original pro-
gram for wives and widows, disabled widows, divorced wives, and
surviving divorced wives. Benefit amounts for widows and disabled

surviving spouses have been increased. Nevertheless, there remain
serious questions about whether the social security system is as
equitable and responsive as it should be for women. -

In the past; some provisions of the social security law_ treated
men and women differently solely on the basis of gender. However,

over the years many of these provisions have been changed to
make them neutral. Eight provisions of the law which treated men
and women differently on the basis of gender were changed by the

Social Security Amendments of 1983 so that only a few social secu-
rity provisions remain that are not yet gender neutral. In this
regard the President’s Cabinet Council on. Legal Equity has re-
viewed laws and regulations and has  identified areas where
changes need to be made in Federal statutes, including the few re-

maining sections of the Social Security Act. The President recently
approved a recommendation of the Council that some 47 of these

193
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provisions be corrected; and; as you know; Senator Dole has intro-
duced legislation to accomplish this. ]
~ Even though the law.is generally neutral today, various factors
combine to produce social security benefits for women_ as a group
that are different from benefits for men as a group. In addition,
some major categories of women; such as divorced and separated
women and working wives and widows, feel that they are not treat-
ed fairly by social security. - T

In order to arrive at the best way of addressing these concerns,
we need to carefully define and measure what the problems are,

%vhat causes them and what effects various proposed solutions may
ave. . - R o o
First, addressing the different impact on men and women, men
and women are treated the same under social security in the sense
that the same benefii amounts are payable to men and women
under identical demographic and economic circumstances. Howev-
er, as we know, the demographic and economic circumstances of
men and women are not identical. . .
~ For example, women live longer than men. In 1980; 59 percent of
the aged were women and in 1981 a woman aged 65 could expect to
live 18.5 more years on average, while a man aged 65 could expect
to live only 14:2 more years on average. Because of their longer life
expectancy, in the aggregate women receive roughly the same
amount of benefits as men. However, as individuals, women tend,
on the average, to receive lower monthly benefits than individual
men. For example, in June 1983, the average benefit awarded to
male. retired workers was $479 a month while that awarded to
female retired workers was $307 a month. - .
" The difference in benefit amounts between men and women is
caused primarily by economic and cultural factors, such as lower
labor force participation rates for women, lower earnings levels for
women and fewer total years of paid work for women. .= ___ ____
The concentration of women in low-paying jobs and the fact that
many women work in covered employment only intermittently be-

cause of family responsibilities serve to lower women’s earnings
when compared to men’s. Despite the growing number of women in
the work force, women still only earn about 59 cents for every
dollar earned by men. This difference in earnings persists even in
occupations filled mainly by women. A recent Department of Labor
report showed that; in 1981, although 90.6 percent of bookkeeping
jobs were held by women, they earned an average of $98 less a

week than men holding the same kind of jobs. Since social Security
benefits are based on the level of the person’s earnings, social secu-
rity benefits for women are generally lower than _those for men.,
However; low earnings are somewhat compensated for by the social

security benefit formula, which provides relatively higher benefits

for persons with low earnings compared to those with high earn-
1ngs. . .. : ) . R
As I mentioned earlier, the program has a different impact on
various groups of women, such as homemakers, married women
workers, and divorced women and widows. The majority of women
spend some part of their adult life in one or more of these roles.
1 will turn my attention first to the issues affecting homemakers.

Social security spouse’s benefits were added to the original social

I~
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security .program in 1939 to reflect the fact that a worker whose

spouse does not work for pay would still need to support that

spouse in retirement. Consistent with that purpose, if the spouse is

entitled to a social security benefits on his or her own earnings;
that is, he or she is “dually entitled,” the spouse’s benefit is offset;
dollar for dollar, by the amount of the spouse’s own worker’s bene-
_ There are two basic_criticisms made of the provisions affecting

homemakers. One is that homemakers are treated unfairly under

this so-called dual entitlement provision because they lose the pro-
tection they have as spouses if they work. To put it another way,
they do not automatically increase the amount of benefit they re-
ceive through additional work because their spouse’s benefits are
offset by the amount of their worker’s benefit.
Another criticism is that homemakers are treated unfairly be-
cause the work they do in the home does not provide disability pro-

tection for themselves or protection for their survivors, if they die.
One thing that will diminish this problem over time is that as
more married women work outside the home, fewer will receive
only a spouse’s benefit: We expect that the portion of married
women receiving only a spouse’s benefit; that is, who have no bene-
fit based on their own work, will decline dramatically in the future
from approximately 38 percent now to 31 percent in the year 2000
and to 15 percent by the year2040.

~ Women are far more likely to work for pay outside the home

today than they were in earlier periods. For example; between 1970
and 1981, the labor force participation rate for women increased by

nearly 9 percentage points, from 43:4 percent to 52.3 percent.
In contrast, the labor force participation rate of women rose by

only 3:2 percentage points from 1950 to 1960, from 33.9 to 37.1, and

only 5.3 percentage points from 1960 to 1970. Under the 1983 Social
Security Trustee’s Report, Alternative II-B Assumptions, the labor

force participation rate for women is projected to continue to in-
crease and to reach 60.3 percent by the year 2040. )

As the number of two-earner families has grown and more
women receive most or all of their social security benefits as work-
ers, there has been an increasing tendency by working women to

view the social security spouse’s benefit as a windfall to families in
which the spouse did not work outside the home. = = =

. By the same token, some working wives think that they are
being treated unfairly because they do not receive their own work-
er's benefit in addition to_a spouse’s benefit. In cases where a

woman’s_benefit based on_her own earnings is less or not much
greater than what she would have received as a spouse and had not
worked at all, the working wife ,i;s,pair,t,i'c,u,la;rLgJikgly,tp, see her own
work as not being fairly or adequately rewarded by the social secu-
rity system. This perception of unfairness is increased by the fact

that under the current system a couple consisting of a worker and
full-time homemaker can get higher total social security benefits
than a couple with similar earnings where both spouses work for
pay. , o } o -

A working wife does, of course, earn protection not available to

full-time homemakers. Working wives may have disability protec-
tion for themselves and survivor protection for their children. They
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can also ¢laim their own retirement benefits, whether or not their
"As to issues affecting divorced women, sonie 1.2 million divorces
were granted in 1980, nearly three times the number of divorces

granted in 1959. In 1980, 4 percent of men and 3 percent of women
aged 65 and over were divorced. - -

“Social security provides benefits for a divorced woman based on
her ex-husband’s covered earnings if the marriage lasted 10 years

or.more. The amount of the benefit is 50 percent of the worker’s
full benefit, the same amount as that provided for women who are

still married. The wife’s benefit, however, is intended as a supple-

ment to the worker’s benefit for couples living together rather than
as a benefit for a person living alone; such as a divorced woman
maintaining her own household. -

Most aged divorced women today receive benefits as retired
workers. Only 13 percent of all divorced women age 60 or older re-
ceive only divorced spouses or surviving divorced spouse’s benefits.
The average benefit for divorced women becoming eligible for re-
tired worker benefits in the near futire will be about 80 percent of

However, just as with married homemakers; divorced women

who qualify for their own worker’s benefit may receive little or no

additional retirement benefits based on their own work. This is a

problem particularly for homemakers divorced after relatively long
marriages who are likely to enter the paid labor force in middle
age and, consequently; qualify only for small worker’s benefits. ____
_“Additionally; women are likely to be out of the paid labor force

for some part of the first 10 years of marriage because of home-
making and/or child care responsibilities. This fact combined with

the fact that more than half of all marriages ending in divorce last
less than 10 years—the median length of marriages dissolved in

1980. was 6.8 years—means that divorced women can be left with a
gap in their social security protection. - : T

~_If the divorce occurs before 10 years of marriage, as is likely, no
social security benefit will be payable based on the ex-husband’s
earnings. Also, since worker’s benefits are based on average life-
time earnings under social security; the years spent out of the
labor force during marriage are likely to result. in lower retired
worker benefits for those divorced women who later entered the
paid labor force. This_ is illustrated by a comparison of monthly
benefits in 1976, the latest year for which data are _available of
$214 for never married female retired workers and $195 a month
for divorced female retired workers.

A significant percentage of divorced tiééjjié, do not have adequate
incomes in old age. In 1981, 27 percent of divorced women age 65

and older, and 24 percent of divorced men, were officially counted
as poor. Their poverty rates are similar to those for all unmarried
aged persons. . . .o ST

"As to issues affecting widows, the majority of people who live to
old age are women: About 59 percent are persons age 65 and over
in 1980 were women. Ar.d of those women, 51 percent were widows
compared to 40 percent who were married. In contrast; 78 percent
of men aged 65 and over were married. Women are likely to be

widows in old age, both because wives tend to be younger than

¢
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their husbands and because women; as a group; tend to live longer
~_The issues that have been raised by married working women con-
cerning the differences in benefit amounts for one- and two-earner
couples are also raised concerning benefits for the survivors of such

couples. That is; survivors of one-earner couples can get significant-
ly higher benefits than survivors of two-earner couples with similar
earmings. .

However; the biggest concern is focused on the adequacy of
widows’ benefits. The reason for this concern is that elderly unmar-

ried women, most of whom are widows, tend to have much lower
incomes than elderly couples; and somewhat lower incomes than el-
derly men:. In 1980 median personal income of elderly, unmarried

women was only 39 percent of that for couples and 83 percent of
that for elderly unmarried men. In 1981; 25 percent of unmarried,
aged women had income below the poverty line, compared to 19
percent of unmarried; aged men; and 9 parcent of aged couples. .

_Although poverty among elderly, unmarried women is a serious

problem,; it is not clear that the problem relates solely to the level
of social security benefits for widows. In_fact; the level of benefits
for widows is approximately the same as the level of benefits for all
retired workers and higher than the level of benefits. for female re-
tired workers. The average monthly benefit awarded in June 1983
for aged widows and widowers was $382 a month compared to $406
for all retired workers and $307 for female retired workers. ,
However, elderly women have few other sources of income_to

augment their social security: Almost 20 percent of unmarried
women, aged 65 and over; receive 100 percent of their income from
social security, while only 7 percent of couples reported relying on
social security. Only 32 percent of elderly women aged 65 and over.
are receiving, or will receive, a pension, in corntrast to 55 percent of
elderly men: ; ; o o

_ Finally; an¥ resources that aged women had upon retiring may
become depleted in advanced old age, thus increasing the depend-
ence of the very aged women on social security. Nevertheless; the
economic status of nonmarried women under the social security
program has improved greatly over the past 20 years; in part be-
cause of changes in social security specifically designed to help
them, and in part because of general benefit increases. After ad-

justing for inflation; real incomes rose by about 50 percent between
1962 and 1980 for aged couples and unmarried men; and by about
67_percent for aged, unmarried women. - . .. . . .

Since 1965; benefits have been added for disabled widows age 50
and older, and for surviving divorced spouses. Further, the age of

first eligibility for aged widows benefits has been reduced from_age
62 to age 60; while the full benefit amount has been increased from
82 percent of the workers full benefit to 100.percent. Additional-
ly, delayed retirement credits earned by the deceased worker can
be used to increase the widow's benefit. =~

_Turning to some recent changes that we might go over, the fur-
ther imprcvements in benefits for widows and divorced wives were
made by the recently enacted Social Security Amendments of 1983,
Public Law 98-21. Under these amendments; benefits for disabled
widows age 50 to 60 were increased to 71% percent of the worker’s
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full benefit. Under prior law, such benefits could have been as
little as 50 percent of the worker’s full benefit. .
" The method of computing benefits for widows whose spouses died
before retirement was changed. in order to provide a bemnefit that
reflects the standard of living closer to the time the widow reaches
retirement age: Another change allows divorced spouses to receive
benefits based on the earnings of a former spouse who is eligible

for retirement benefits, regardless of whether the former spouse
has applied for or is receiving benefits. Yet another change elimi-
nates the adverse effects that certain marriages or remarriages had
on widow’s and disabled widow’s benefit rights. And finally, widows
claiming reduced benefits are allowed; under the new law, to claim
a month'’s retroactive benefit if, because their spouses died late in a
month, they were unable to file for benefiis before the end of that
~ Even with these recent changes, questions continue to be raised

concerning the treatment of women under social security, and
there is continuing concern that the majority of the social security

beneficiaries who are least well off financially are women.

.. Over the past 10 years many efforts have been made to deal with
these issues. However, while there secms to be wide agreement
that some women _social security beneficiaries encounter financial
difficulties, there is yet to develop agreement on the specific steps

that should be tzken to change the current system. o
Several congressional groups such as this task foice, statutory

advisory couricils, commissions, and ad hoc groups, and others have

looked at. the issues and several studies of the issues have been
completed. In addition, numerous bills have been introduced that

deal with the issues, such as your bills to provide child care credit
years under the special minimum provision, and to provide a 4
month transition benefit for some surviving spouses.

~ One of the approaches that has been studied extensively involves
the earnings sharing idea. In_addition to being included in your
bills and others, this approach was studied in detail by the 1979
Advisory Council on Social Security. Although earnings sharing
has a strong theoretical appeal since it is based on principles of
equality, the plans that have been studied so far_either reduce
benefits to certain groups of women and men or result in high costs
that are generated by efforts to avoid these reductions: o

~ In addition; since earnings sharing plans generally cannot be
fully phased in until well into the next century, they would have
little or no effect on benefits for today’s older women. By the time
the plans are fully effective; many of the problems that we have
discussed here today may have been ameliorated by other socioeco-
nomic changes such as less intermittent work patterns for women,
greater equality in pay, and improved private provisions for retire-
ment. - o

_ Despite these concerns; many groups feel that the earnings shar-
ing idea is still the most promising solution to the. problems we
have discussed here today: In recognition of the continued interest
in the earnings sharing idea, a provisicn of the Social -Security

Amendments of 1983 requires the Secretary of Health and Human
Services to study earnings sharing proposals with an eye toward

recommending ways to provide protection for particular classes of

P'3g
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beneficiarie; and appropriate transitional provisions. A report is
due to Congress by July 1984.

_ We are now in the early stages of this required study and there
have been staff consultations.

have been s with appropriate congressional staff,
including the staff of this task force and the Congressional Budget

Office, which is required to review the study. ]
__At this point we are developing detailed specifications for various
earnings sharing plans and transitional provisions so that distribu-

tional and cost effects can be determined. I should also mention

that the study will include an indepth look at the administrative
considerations involved in a change to an earnings sharing system.
It is our intention to structure the earnings sharing plans that we
study in such a way as to avoid as many administrative probléms

as possible. -~ o —
_ It is far too early to predict what the results of the study will be,

but you can be assured that we will continue to work closely with
your staff as we progress. We are also committed to conducting this
study as openly as possible, giving all interested parties ample op-

portunity to make their views known: We will soon be announcing
a plan inviting participation in this important work. =

Through these cooperative efforts, I believe that when the study
is complete, both we and the Congress will be in a better position
to review a wide range of possible ways that could improve the
social security system to take account of current and future socio-
economic conditions.

That concludes my remarks, Madam Chairman: I'd be pleased to
try and respond to any questions that you may have.

_Ms. OARAR. Well; thank you for your very comprehensive testi-

mony. We'll have questions as soon ‘as we hear from the other—do

you have to leave? _ . e L

_ _Mr. ENoFr. Well; I have an appointment in the other body. I'm

not_sure where they are now, but let me find out from someone:
Ms. OAkAR OK:. S S

__Mr. DAus. I don’t have any questions.of the witness. I just appre-

ciate very much you taking time to be here to represent the Secre-
tary. We do want to be involved with you in the study and we were
delighted to hear that you are going to involve us in that process.
Mr. ENoFF. Thank you very much.
Ms. OakARr: Thank you: L
_ I just wanted to thank you for your testimony. I think you give

an awful lot of material here which is very important. Just a few

suggestions; if I might, that I would take a little exception with.
Mr. ENoFF. Sure. : o
Ms. Oakar. That is—and you clarified this a little later on, your

statement that women live longer than men, without a qualifying
Statemegt’,"), thé very; Véry beginning; and theny(jugo on tO,S,a,S’

that it is, indeed, 59 percent is misleading. Some women live longer
than some men. But not all women live longer than all men.

Mr. ENoFF. Right. : e
~ Ms: Oakar. Their benefits are, as you_mentioned, quite a bit
lower; and so it all seems to balance out. The only otbar thing is a

clarification, just quickly, about earnings sharing. While it is true
that if you’re going to share earnings in proportion it may not be
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the same check you get, but if marriage is viewed as an economic
partnership, among other things, collectively there is no reduction.
I think that ought to be put forward so that we think it's really
important. You have the data and the computers and all the ave-
nues of research, to do a really comprehensive job. There_ should
not be any prejudgment one way or the other on this issue. We and

our staff really look forward to working closely with you and the
Secretary, and the new commissioner who I understand happens to
be a women—we are pleased to hear that.

Mr. ENOFF. That's right. - S
~ Ms. OAKAR. I just wanted to make those points and I wanted to
thank you very much. =

Mr. Enorr. I appreciate that. - - - L L

Mr. Daug. If the Chair would yield; she not only happens to be a

woman; but a widcw,; age 60. So, we see some focus, perhaps; on
some of these things. : S L

~ 1 would hope that your study woild include an interesting option
on earnings sharing that hasn’t been talked about yet. That option
is to allow an election in regard to benefits. This election would be

permitted when the first spouse retires, or perhaps 5 years prior to
the retiremeiit of the first spouse: The couple would be allowed to

make an election regarding their benefits, as military personnel
are allowed to with military pensions. This allows the couple to de-
termine, prior to retirement, what benefits they would like to re-
ceive. Some may decide they are going to need more cash in the
earliyi days of their retirement. The couple will make the decision
jointly. - - - L oy

1 would look at this option from the point of view that both

spouses would have to sign a form or make a common agreement
that they receive higher or lower coverage in their early or late

years of retirement. o : o
Mr. EnoFF. 1 appreciate that: And you may be assured that we

intend to be objective and to lay out the facts in all of the alterna-
tives that we explore. 1 appreciate the comments about my new
boss. In addition to all the things you have both said about her, she
is an outstanding manager and we're just pleased to have her.
Thank you very much:

_ [The following material was subsequently received. from Mr.
Enoff in response to written questions submitted by Chairwoman
Oakar.] B

_ Question. As we read it, Section 344 of the recently passed Social Security Amend-
ments requires you to develop- “proposals for earnings_sharing ,],egislati'dii” with
“specific recommendations - . - for implementation of such proposals.” - -

Do you expect that your final product will be specific legislative proposals? - -
~ Will you make recommendations specific enough to be easily translated into legis-
lative reform? . - . . e

Will SSA develo&its,oﬂn earnings sharing proposal, or will it incorporate the pro-
posals pending in ggresa?,,,,,,,, - S L

“Answer. As required by section 343 of P.L. 98-21, we are now developing proposa's
for earnings sharing in_Consultation with the Committee on Fi the. Senate
and the Committee on Ways and Means_of the House of Representatives. Other in-
terested parties, such as-members of your staff and those of Senators Dole and Cran-
ston, have been and will be consulted. Tha proposals. developed will -llustrate a
range of ways earnings sharing could be implemented and will be based, generally,

nings sharing Prope uch as H.R. 1513 and S. 8, which are
i e the Congress. The proposals will, as required by the legislation,
include appropriate transitions, recommendations addressing ways of protecting par-




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

187

ticular classes of beneficiaries,
ods for implementation:
_ Question. There has been
hard choices are
trative capacity
What ¢
Will you be v
tratively feasible? = e o S
wer. As you know, ve_no legul_authority to develop any-“administrative
8| ' for legislative proposals which have not been enacted. Both authorizing
legislation_and_appropriations would need to be .passed by -the -Congress and ap-
proved by the President before such authority would exist. It is, of course, one of the
purposes of the study required by Section 343 of P.L. 98-21 to examine the adminis-
trative implications of the various earnings sharing options. We intend to explore
all of-the operational and administrative ramifications of earnings sharing and to
ii,ife!,ll,de;en,@xtgn;iye,,disqqssmn,gf,,,t,hg,agmmisumvumblems,ﬁat would be in-
volved in implementing an earnings sharing system as part of the r ve wil
submit to Congress. We_will; of course; consult with the House Co
and Means and the Senate Committee on Finance, as required by law,
tinue to work with the staff of your comimittee and other interested parties as we
progress in this aspect of our work . ; .
_. Question. The pur of SSA”
the Congress a
women. The ea
that. However

nad-will con-

equitab

t e best vehicle for
obtaining greater equity than seei

3 concept ig
interested in
try to fashion a concrete plan which accomplishes
_without being confined by specific proposals which already exist?
ough the report to_be submitted to Congress will concentrate on
earnir ing proposals as the law requires, we are aware from our discussions
with your staff and others in the Congress that the basic intent is to identify propos-
als_that. would. provide better Social Security protection for women regardless of
whether or not these proposals. encommpass an earnings sharing approach. Conse-

qilliéiitl, , we plan_to include in the i»'egp'ﬁ; a section-that will discuss different ways
that. the Social Security system might

tem | be changed to achijeve some or all of the
'eii":iit)” and adequacy goals that Q&ming,s,s,haxti,n%;s intended to achieve. As a result;
when the report is completed, both we and the Congress will be in a better position
to choose from a wide range of possible alternatives the best methods for improving
the treatment of women under the Social Security program:

Ms. OAKAR. Thank you very miuch.

We have three more fine witnesses and we have a slight problem
with our time because of legislation and other commitments. We're
going to ask all three of you to summarize so that we can ask some
questions. And we’ll submit your entire testimony for the record:
Mr: Myers?

- STATEMENT OF ROBERT MYERS

Mr. MyERs. Thank you, Madam Chair. I will be pleased to sum-

marize my testimony as much as Ican. = ) o
.. Under OASDI jn the past there were many unfair discrimina-

tions by sex—some against men and some against women: Probably
the most unfair was in connection with the child survivor benefits.

When first introduced in the program in 1939; they were available
in all cases for male workers, but with severe restrictions for
female workers. Over the years, these restrictions were lessened.
Finally, the 1967 act provided for completely equal treatment. This
was largely due to Congresswoman Martha Griffiths. I am proud
that I furnished her technical assistance in this matter: .

An unfair discrimination in the other direction is for retirement

benefits for men who attained age 62 before 1975. With all other

things such as dates of birth and earnings records being identical,

1471 %
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the retirement benefit for such a woman is significantly higher
than for aman. S L

The 1983 amendments eliminated prospectively all gender differ-
ences. This was proposed in_the 1977 Republican alternative bill in-
troduced by Congressman Barber Conable when the 1977 amend-
ments were being legislated, and was incorporated in the House
bill, although it was not in the Senate version and was, unfortu-
nately; dropped in conference. : :

The elimination of all gender differences was long overdue; al-

though in_practice many had been eliminated by court decisions.
The 1983 amendments included several changes in benefits
ngich primarily affect womer. and which : think were very desir-
able. T B
I believe that the OASDI program is not significantly unfair to

women, although certain incremental changes might well be made.
It is sometimes stated that OASDI is demeaning to married women
because they are paid benefits on their husband’s earnings record
on the basis of dependency. This is not the case. The law provides
that spousc’s benefits and widow’s and widower’s benefits are paid
on the basis of legal status. Thus; a woman might have substantial
financial resources of her own and by no means be dependent on
hé'rdhusba'nd, and yet this is not relevant to whether benefits are
paid: .. : o

I fail to see any more stigma attached to receiving ber.efits on

another person’s earnings record than fo receive a portion of that

person’s earnings record as earnings-sharing proposals would do:
Another point frequently made is that the duration-of-marriage
requirement of 10 years for a divorced person to be eligible on the
other spouse’s earnings is too long. I believe that this requirement
should be reduced to 5 years; as it was in the 1977 Republican al-
ternative bill. . . e
“As to women working in the paid labor market, it is said that

OASDI is inequitable: Often the female worker will, at. retirement,
rcenive benefits based on her husband’s earnings instead of on her
own earnings, because the former is larger than the latter. It is
argued that the female worker has paid OASDI taxes and has re-
ceived nothing for them. This is not true because she had had dis-
ability and young survivor benefit protection and also, in_some
cases, she could have received retirement benefits before her hus-

band ceased working. Besides, exactly the same thing happens in
reverse for male workers. , L

The foregoing situation is not a valid objection. OASDI is not an
individual equity program. Desirably, its social benefit nature re-
sults in relatively large benefits as compared with taxes for many

groups: low-income workers as compared with high-income work-
ers; workers with children as against workers without children;
and older workers when the system began as against younger
workers. Conversely, relatively small benefits as compared with
taxes are paid for othergroups. -

One feature that tends to favor female workers is that persons

with longer periods of coverage than that over which earnings are
computed, eventually 35 years, will frequently have no advantage
from such longer coverage; and will pay higher taxes than persons
with exactly the minimum number of years required.

1421
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All in all, OASDI involves a broad social pooling of the risks in-

sured against, and not individual equity—under which everybody
gets exactly their money’s worth: = -
# related criticism often made is that, for two families with the

same total earnings. record, the two-person, two-worker family re-

ceives substantially lower benefits than the two-person, one-worker

family. Other than for total earnings, the income these two fami-

lies are substantially different from & social and economic stand.
point. There is no reason why their social security benefits should
be identical. For example, the two-person; two-worker family has

more disability, more. young survivor, and more early retirement
benefit protection, while the two-person, ~one-worker family hag
more retirement and aged-survivor benefit protection:

Those who criticize this situation adversely are not taking into

account that OASDI is on a social-adequacy basis, not an individu-
al-equity basis. Although the two-person; two-worker family with
the same_earnings record as the two-person, one-worker family

does not fare as well from a retirement-benefits standpoint, the

same is also true for a one-person, one-worker family as against a
two-person, two-worker family. Such apparent dilemmas will inevi-

tably appear in a program that is geared to provide social-adequacy
benefits rather than individual-equity ones. o
One _proposal often made is earnings sharing. Philosophically, ¥
strongly support this approach as being what marriage is all aboitit.
However, I know of no person, female or male, who has a thorough
knowledge of the fiscal and administrative aspects of the OASDI

system who believes that it is feasible to drastically revise the pro-
gram in this manner. Either there will be persons with large bene-

fit losses; as well as those with large gains, or else the cost of the
program will be greatly increased if nobody is to lose out. In fact,
under earnings sharing, many women will receive less than under
present law. : - o

__Another suggested approach is to provide earnings credits for
homemakers: I strongly support this concept philosophically; but I

believe there is no feasible way to put it into effect. Among the un-
solvable dilemmas involved are: Whether the -procedure should be
financed by payroll taxes on these credits or by general revenues;
whether_ the procedure should be voluntary; and how mich the
credits should be. N o
_ If_more individual equity is desired for two-person; two-worker

families, by far the best approach is that taken in the 1977 Repub-
lican alternative bill—namely, to provide a working spouse’s bene-
fit for the spouse who has the lower primary benefit, in an amount
of 25 percent of the lower of such spouse’s benefit, based on own
earnings record, or on the benefit from the other spouse’s record.
_ Other incremental changes would be possible to alleviate some of
the situations discussed previously. Child-care credit years in com-

puting average earnings for benefit purposes might be universally
provided. Present law contains a limited version of this. The Senate

version of the 1983 amendments, due to a proposal by Senator
Armstrong, expanded on_this provision considerably: ‘But that
change was droppe( .- conference. Another change would remove

the age 50 requirement for disabled widows benefits,
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“The problem with any changes in benefits is that, if they accom:
plish_anything significant, the program’s cost Will pe increased
greatly. Either higher payroll taxes will be needed Or else the rate
of growth of other benefits will have to be lesseneq, Neither of

these is easy to accomplish. _____

S onethelsss, OASDI is a flexible program that is not restricted
by benefits having an ironclad guarantee of maiftenance or by

strict individual-equity concepts. Accordingly, we Iust continually
examine the program to determine ways in which it can be im-
proved in a reasonable and equitable manner.
Thank you, Madam €bair. . __ -
[The prepared statement of Mr. Myers follows:]
PREPARED STATEMENT oF ROBERT J. MYERS 7
¢ the opportunity to discuss the situation of women with respect to the

__1 appreciat

Old-Age, Survivors; and Disability Insurance portion of the social ggenrity. program.
~ My experience in the social security area has extended over almost 50 years, I
held various actuarial positions with the Social Security Admninjgtration and its
predecessor ageiicies from 1934 to 1970, and was Chief ACtUaTY dyring the last 23
years of that period. In 1981-82; 1 was Depui; Commi er of Social Security. In

1989-83, 1 was Executive Director of the National Commission’s asgignment; 1 have

engaged in consulting work in the social security field. .. .o .o oo
~ Before proceeding with the_specific subject of this session; I would first like to
mention certain_personal convictions. I have always strongly favored the. general
principles underlying the Equal Righ;s,AmendmemL!,ngO,fi‘,‘,’,‘"' the principle that
employee benefits should, with all other circumstances beiNg the same, provide
equal benefits for men and women even though the plan’s €08t jg higher for men
than for women (e..; for survivor benefits) or, on the contrary, I8 higher for women
than for men (exg;, for pensions).__ . - o v
""However, 1 believe that, in the case of individually-purchased jnsirance, where
equity concepts should be predominant. so-called unisex tables should not be used.
T oime forms of insurance (e.g., life or automobile); they Produce jnequitably high
rates for women, while for other forms i

Iri the same_manner, 1 .believe that age = s >
premium rates for indfvidual_policies When this element makes a gignificant differ;
ence. Thus, for example, for life insurance or annuities, 8 WOMAn aged 60 should not
be charged the same rate s & woman aged 65, which produces Ahout the same dif-
b e atint in premium rate as betwren & man and a woman Of the same age at the
olderages. .. - L DL in the o there

Now turning to the OASDI pr .ram, it is quite true that, in the pst, there were

many unfair discriminations by sex. Some of these were 882iNst men; .and some
were against women: Probably the most unfair of all was.in fOnnection with child

survivor benefits. When these were first incorporated in-the POgram in 1939, they
were available.in all cases with respect to male workers, but with gevere restrictions
in the case of female workers: Over the Years; these restrictions Were |essened, pntil
finally the 1967 amendments provided for _completely equal treatment. This desir-
able result was largely due to the efforts of Congresswoman ‘ lartha Griffiths. I am
proud that I was able to furnish her technical sssistance Il achjgving this result.
P"An unfair discrimination in the other direction is in the Case of retirement bene-
fits. for men who attained age 62 after 1954 and before 1975. Wit all other things
such as date of birth and earnings record being identical, the retirement benefit for
in tly higher than for men. If 1

might inject a personal note, my social security beneiit 18 about §14 per month less
e that of a woman born in-the same year and with an identicaj earnings record:
The 1983 amendments eliminated prosgectively atl gender differences in the law
oni which the OASDI program is based. This was proposed In the 1977 Republican
alternative bill, which was introduced by Congressman Barber Cqpable at the time
the 1977.amendments were being legislated; and wa# incorporateq jn the House ver:
sion of the bill, although it was not included in the Senate v&iS'on and was dropped
in_conference. The elimination of all gender differences in the law was long over
due. although in practice many of these differences had been eliminated by court

decisions; so that the law merely needed “cleaning up”-

a woman in that range of years of birth is significa
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The 1983 8Meyy1a0ia included S€Vera) changes ini beneflS whek primarily affect
women—fOr €Xample, penefits will b¢ aﬁé”éblégtb an éhgzmﬁ.»dia';arcga spouse. after
the other SPOUSe i ofiible for benellls; qoen though not reCeivin, them (becalse of
non-filing f-beeyyce of substantial employment). T believe thag gl of these ncre-
mental chaNBeS yaro highly desirable. .~ ™ . S

We come NOW t5'tha hasic question of wiether the OASDI Progiam is significantly
unfair ;q,??f’lgen; 1 believe that thiS iS noy the case; althOUBh (o riain incremental
changes MBIt wy)] be made. Let M€ firg; discyss various CTiticigys of inequity that
have,bee&,ﬂ‘t‘i‘ge,- SRR )

It is sometiMey 1444 that the PYOBray, is demieaning 10 Mar. 3 woitien; because
they are P&IC benefits on the grout —§—°;‘h dependency. -Actually, {;e,'dié is not the tase,
because the W provides that spoUses anq widowler)’s benefity il be paid OB, the
basis of 1688l Statyg’ The fact that @ Woman might have Subsiantia) financial re.
sources of 1% Own and by no medfig B dependent on her f1bang is not relevant to
whether OF MO besofits are paid- MOTeoy.r: ¥ fajl to se€ MY Mgye stiiﬁ,é;ﬁ?f ?l“e‘z

&l

to receiving Penegiss ori another PETSON’y racord than tO T€Ceiy rtion O
person’s e8TNINgs s orgid. ag earniNBS Shag ps p'i-i.)pﬁs;als,‘e‘,"?,“,,,,Sl(je 7 po o
 Another POInt 5t frequently IS Mad js that the dur8tOni,: riage reduire
ment of 10 Years i, grder for a dIvOrceq person to be eligible o © " jther sPouse
earnings re°9rd is 156 long. It is MY beligf tha the incrementa) cha;, ~— «reducing
%%-%,gqqyggent to 5 years—as it WAS in tpe 1977 Republican algorative 1—Would
esirabi=:- S S - o=
Perhaps the figgt frequent argUMeNt iy,de as to inequitable topatment of women

is in the €45 Of 41,058 working In t1€ bajg labor market: It is t_the result
under the A - DI program is ,iﬂ?qu,!ﬁblelbecaﬁse often_ the ,eihsgluej glhoe.kéiwi It at
retirement: T€Ceive honefits based 0N hey hugband's earNings reeord instead of on
her own earflings rucord, because the foryer i larger thal the |tter. Therefofe, it
is argued; that thy female worker has pgiq OASDI taxes 80d hyog recpived nothing
from themm. Inthe first place, this ¥ n0¢ true, because she pad digability and YOunE:
survivor DETENS yrotection and B.8%- 10 gome cases, cou € roceived retiremen
benefits before her huchand ces wg‘:iiiog!? received

But even 50 this is not a valid Objection. hecause OASDL i pot ap individual-
equity progr;im. Desirably, its,s:O,C'a,l,' benggit nature reﬁ,ﬂ!?ﬁ,,‘ﬂ,!&l&ively,larg‘i ene-
fits. as comPared itk taxes paid. OF Mapy groups—low-intoMme wnrkars ag against
high-income Worke,o gorkers with childy"a5 against tho%e wigyout children; and
older workers Whe '{he system beg8D as yogingt younger WOrKers —and, conversely,

relatively STl berefits as compared with taxes paid O Other groups. Further-

1 0 littlass Zis - SAlL 2GRS PET_de to fooL DR
more, one Lftle-te, jized feature Of tNe bro ram that tends 1o fayor female wOrKers
is that persfis wh, have longer- Pe’—"’d@ﬁéiéétééé shap that (. or which average

earnings 8T€-COMp e q (eventually 39 Year) will frequently 18Ve 10 advantage from
such longer 0Vergge and higher, 't'a;n— th,&?persongb!? ,,,’,’,v?,?isrz;iij; the maximum
ﬁumber,gfthe“!?,,réqﬁired;,Al,l,,g!!,,, » the OASDI pregraf ifvg ves g broad Social
pooling of hei,"lskg insured against—ang :ot individual €49y, ynder which €Very-
géts,% ,C,‘fﬁ?xact tioney’s wQ!TE,!'ti‘P Mjore and no less. - P
A related ,of!tlcigm that is frequently moge ig that, for W0 famjies with the 2me
garnings TSE0Td; the two-person, WOWorl or one receives S bStantially lower bene-
fits than the two jareay “one-worker ong ~Actually, other than por {otal earnings

% from a goial and economic

income,-these two"families are substantiyyy different 7
standpoint. - US, there is no reason Why their Social Security penefits should be
identical. FOU example, the two-Person,” pwo.worker family. f‘i’gﬁ more_disability;
ment bencge protection, #hile the two-person: One

ment. ahq” pged.survivor benefit protection. In Sny
n 8

young-surVVOT, ang egrly-retire
worker family Kag' more retirement. at
event; those ‘gh}!,c’riticizg,,mis situation gqversely are not taking into accou
0ASDI is 992,,s%ial-adeqnacy,b85,!§! N0t g inqividual-equity bagy
It is releVant tg oore that. althouh thy two-person; tWO-WOrle; family with the
same earniflgS Tecord g5 a two-per30i, Ongworker family. does noy fare as wel!. from
a benefit st4Ndbojpt the same is 2150 tryg for a one-persoN. Ongworker family as
against 2 WWO-Dergon, two-worker fBmily “uoth having the sam: garnings record.
Sgghiggpﬂfgfardlléiﬁiﬁﬁs will inevitadly gooear in a progr8M thy; js geared to Pro-
vide ,510‘:‘,'3”’:?'@‘1@55 benefits rather thay iﬁdiﬁduﬁ]-'eqmﬂi Oney =~ o
_ One solution thay hag been proposed by yany who believe that oASDI is unfait to
certain fema® Categories s 2arnings Starng. Under this ARArOach, the earnifts.o
a married COUPIe aro pooled as theY.8re garned and are divided i half, Philosophi-
cally, 1 strOP8lY sypport this appro#Sh a3 heing what marriage iy gil apout. HOWev:
er, I kﬂQ‘f‘f,Ptn,o Person;, female or male"‘!\'ho,ba& a thorouBh Xhoyjedge of th"e‘_ﬁgcal
and admin!® 8tive aspects of the CHoDI system_who beli€Ves tya ¢ js fensiDie
drastically TeVise the program in thiS mgpner: Rither theT® wijj be persons With

o v Y
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large benefit 1055€8—48 ull ng those With larg, gains—or else the cost of the pro-
gram will be greatly. iNcronsed if nobody i8.0 loge out benefitwise,

Aniother soggested appioach is to provide earnings credits for homemakers. Once
again, | strongly SUPPOrt this concept philosophically, but I believe that there is no
feasible way to pub it into effect. Among thy ansolvable dilemmas involved are
whether the procedure ghoiilq be based oN Payyll taxes on these credits or on gen-
eral ,rev,c,ngss, whether o procedure should b voluntary, and how much the cred-
itsshouldbe. . - - -~ L
Up to this point: I haye been quite N€Bative about making any changes in the
OASDI program 10 Tecggnize situationS Where problems exist, particularly for
woriien: If it is desired thit mipre individuleqyity aspects should be introduced for
two-person, two-worker pmilies, 1 believe thy; by far the best approach is that
which was taken in thg 1977 Republical altgrnative bill—namely, to provide a
working-spouse’s benefit gor the spouse Who hgg the lower primary benefit—in an
amount equal to 25 PeFeent of the lower. of 8tch spouse’s benefit based on own earn-
ings record or the benefi coming from the Othe; g ]
_ Other increme harges would als0 P€-poggible to ate
tions discussed previously “For example. Childgare credit years in computing aver-
age earnings for_bgn,eﬁt purposes might b€ universally provided. The present law
contains a very limited yorsion of child-€are credit years. The Senate version of the
1983 amendments €XPanged on this considerably, byt that provision was dropped in
Qénferencg,-,ADQt,h?r'9°,§§ihl,e change wou to remove t' 8g€-50 requirement for
disabled widow(er)8benegies, ~ .. 7 . 0

The problem,ﬂ!@,h, any changes in benefits such as just described js that; if they
ticcomplish anything singjficant; the cost of the program will be increased greatly.
This means that either higher payroll taXes iilj be needed, or else the rate of
growth of othier benefits ill have to be 1€8sengy: Neither of these is easy to accom-
lish. Nonetheless; the ASDI program 18 a flexible one. that is not restricted by
Eengﬁ,ta,hmngﬁﬂ Irong|ad guarantee ol Malntenance or by strict individual-equity
concepts. Accordingly; we must continually eXamine the program to determine ways
ifi which it can be 1MProyed in a reasonable anq equitable mafier.

ble to ate some of the situa-

Ms. Oakar. Thang you, Mr. Myers;
Mr. Daub; you haye a question?. _ , L
My, DauB. I'm.20ing to have t0 1eave and my very able colleague,

Mr. McCain, will be staying: I want t; address one question to you.
You were appointeq to the social Security Commission by whom?
Mr. MyEgs. AS to the first Nationg] Commission on Social Secu-
vity, 1 was appointed by -the. SPeaker; as being the Republican
nominee. As to the jatest National Commission on Social Security
§éfdi‘iﬁ; I was thg Executive Director appointed by President
edgan. cim e — ey S )

“Mr. Daus. Did this last Commissioy, consider any of these ideas
that are the subject of this hearing today? As the Executive Direc-
tor of the CommMissjgn; do you recall if there are records that are
obtainable for debagg ond historical gyrposes on any of these sub-
Mr. Myegs. I thing that it is fair to gay that the Commission rec-
ognized there Were yery big prob’ems in this area, and some were
very worthy of Onsjderation, but that jt %elt it did not have time to
do so, other than to make some four or five incremental changes
that I personally think were a very good idea. Most of the women'’s
groups think they were a good idea, ajthough many of them think
they did not go Near}y farenough. -
“"Mr. Daus: Well; [ 'want the record ¢o show that there is a good
deal of information, from my knoWleqge, that we ought to get and
take a look at. L€t rye thank you for pointing out that the Republi-
can alternative in 1977 would have rgmoved gender-based distinc-
tions in social 5eCurjty and would haye shortened the marriage re-

quirement from 10 55 years: It Showg that some of us were think-
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ing about it even in those days: I'd also like to point out that you

and ! have a little bit of a common platform now; with your great
expertise. =~ R e

_ I notice that “Dear Abby” turned to you for some help and our
names.appear jointly in her explanation of the notch baby prob-
lem; which appears today in her syndicated column. Thank . you for

your continuing interest in social security and your availability to

tﬁii committee: I want to thank the Chair again for her great lead-
ership. } }
Ms. OakaR. Thank you very much. = -
Mr. Myers. Thank you: I am very grateful to have been associat:
ed with you on that “Dear Abby” matter. =
__Ms. Oakar: Now, if we could get all the Republicans to support
H.R. 100 that removes gender-based ideas with respect to the insur-

ance bill that’s up, we’ll be a Iot better off.
Mr. DAUB. Some do:
Ms. OakaRr. Good. S
Mr. McCain, did you have a question for Mr. Myers?

Mr. McCAIN. Yes. Thank you; Madam Chairwoman. -
Whenever I write to “Dear Abby” she does not use my name: =

_ I .very much appreciate the benefit of your testimony. Although I
had not met you; I had certainly heard of your expertise in this
area, and I.don’t think there’s anyone in this country who has as
solid grounding on this issue as you do: -
_And I'd like to ask just a couple of questions. I know the time is

short, but for my benefit and the benefit of the people who study
the testimony, would you explain the difference between “social
adequacy” and “individual equity’’? o

. Mr. MYERS. “Individual equity” means that each individual gets
benefits or benefit protection exactly equal in value to what he or

she has paid for. “Social adequacy” is what the social security
system primarily consists of, by putting the money where it is most
needed, in other words, lower-income people are provided relatively

higher benefits than high-income people, providing benefits also,
for example, benefits are provided for children of deceased workers:
If a worker does not have any children, in esserice, he or she pays
for the benefits of those who do have children: -
_So, social adequacy—in other words—tries to meet the basic eco-
nomic needs, of the working population.
Mr. McCAIN. Thank you, sir. = o
._In your statement that I referred to before concerning the earn-

ings sharing proposal, you also added a sentence that was not in
your prepared statement wheré you said many women—I was
paying attention—many women will actually receive less as a

result of this proposal. Could you elaborate on that a little bit,
please? _ —
Mr. MyERS. Yes. I'd be glad to. _ . - S
There are, of course, many different earnings sharing proposals;

but I can give you one particular example. Suppose a woman is
married to a male worker who has relatively high earnings all of
his life. They get divorced at some time. Suppose that he dies just

when he reaches retirement age. Under present law, she will re-
ceive the same benefit that he would have received at retirement:

This will be higher than the benefit she would get with earnings
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sharing, because she will have just half of his earnings during their
marriage period to her credit, and she may. not have very high

earnings herself the rest of her life after_the divorce. L
_In every earnings sharing proposal which I have ever seen, and
there are & great multitude, I have always found a lot of “bugs”;
where they produce results that are not intended—people being
losers—whereas the proponents of the proposals think that every-
body is going to be a winner. . . o
~ Mr. McCaIN: Ti:ank you; sir. And if it would be agreeable to the

giliéii-wc:iiéﬁ, I may have some written questions to submit for Mr.
Ms. OAKAR. Absolutely. For any of our witnesses.
Mr. McCain. Thank you very much.
Ms. Oakar. Thank yon. , N
Mr, Myers, you have been a cdreer employee for the Social Secu-
rity Administration. Am I correct about that? =~ =~
_ Mr. Myers. Yes; that is correct. Our mutual friend, Wilbur
Cohen, and I started out working on social security within a_week

of each other back in 1934; with the organization that made the
studies setting up the Social Security Act.

““Ms. OAKAR. And I'm sure when you set up that act, a lot of
people were opposed to the act. Am I correct about that? = .
Mr. MyERS. There was a very substantial and vocal minority that

were opposed to the Social Security Act in 1934. o
~ Ms. OAKAR. So in that sense I consider you and Wilbur, whom I

had the pleasure of serving with on an Unemployment Compensa-
tion Commission, the pioneers of social security. He was my chair-
man and he told me many times of the battles and of the very fas-
cinating history in our country regarding the development of social
security. We owe you a great deal of service and I respect your
judgment. i - S

' However, social security has progressed in many areas and really
progressed with the times. I guess the concern that some of us have

is that it has benefited so_many millions of Americans. Certainly
it's not always adequate, but we wanted to progress in terms of
equity. Also, it has never remained intransigent; and that has been

the fine thing about the social security insurance program.
" Just as I'm sure in the thirties if somebody had mentioned to you

that you would go along with the package that taxed some of the
social security recipients; you probably might not have agreed. It
took an awful lot of members to agree to something that philo-

sophically was not intended by the original action, as I understand
it. . : )

~ So, even though you don’t agree with the earnings sharing con-
cept in practicality, I was heartened to hear you say that you agree
with it philosophically. I think that is the basis; in a real way; of
what the insurance program and how it developed. It was because
of philosophical giants like yourself and Wilbur, and President Roo-

sevelt who felt that our people really needed some kind of insur-

ance program, and who put their philosophy into action in the
form of social security. .

~ And honestly, I'm not geing to criticize you; Bob; just because we
don’t necessarily agree on this issue, because I really feel that you

have the flexibility, if we can show you that this won’t hurt people

148




145
and that 1t is a practlcal way to change some of the calculatmg
that would mev1tably help just about every woman in America, I
just know that you’ll be with it:

I really respect you very much and I am very happy that you
were here to give such a fine testimony.

Mr. Myers. Thank you, Madam Chair. I appreciate your kind
words. I agree with you completely that the great strength of the
program has that it's been flexible over the years so as to change
with changing conditions. I hope I can be equally flexible.

Ms. Oakar. So do I. Thank you, Robert, very much:

AN

Charlotte and Judy, we want you to thmk actually, that you are
on an equal basis with all of our witnesses, and we're glad that you

were able to be so patient:
Charlotte; I want you to know that the Junior League in my city

of Cleveland has saved so many things for our city and all you
have to do is see the good work they’ve done. They don't always get

a lot of credit as an orgamzatlon, but I know in.our area, with the
restoration that’s going on and the saving of these gorgeous the-
aters that were gomg to become Qarkmg lots and so many other

good things, they've just been a very 1mportant influence in my

community and throughout the Nation. So; we're really happy that
you were able to come and be so patient.
You're free to proceed in whatever manner is most comfortable.

We would appreciate it if we could submit your whole testimony
for the record and you could hit the high points for us.

STATEMENT OF CHARLUT'I‘E LUSKEY
Ms. Luskey. I will do that

Ms: Oakar: Thank you: I'm sorry:
Mr. Luskey. That's all right.
Thank you for your kind remarks about the Junior League of

Cleveland. I am familiar with what they are doing:

_ I am Charlotte Luskey,; a director of the Association of Junior
Leagues. With me today is George Haskett, the association’s public
policy analyst:

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

As_chairman of the assocxatlons committee on aging and .a
member of its public policy committee, I'm especially pleased to
have the opportunity to present testimony to this task force. =~

The Association of Junior Leagues is an mternatlonal women'’s
voluntary orgamnization with 243 members in the United States;
representing approximately 148, 000 individual members. As a

womens organization we are partlcuiarly interested in the_prob-

lems woinen face under the current social security system. Junior
League members are _experiencing the same trends reflected in na-

tional statistics: An increasing number of our members are work-
ing. As of 1982; approximately 41 percent of the women joining the
Junior League were employed full or part time. In my own Junior

League of Washmgton, over 65 percent of our membershlp is em-

full~t1me homeniakers need the economxc protectlon of somal secu-

i
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record since 1981 with a position statement which supports the

goal of fair and equal economic opportunities for women and men.

~ Because of our concern for women’s economic equity; we have en-
dorsed four concepts for reform. The social security system should
be structured in recognition of the fact that marriage is an equal
partnership in which both spouses make an economic contribution

in the paid labor force and in performing homemaker and child-

care duties. The social security system should treat one- and two-
earner couples in an equitable manner. The system should not pe-
nalize individuals for chooeing to remain out of the work force to
perform child care and other homemaker responsibilities. It should

provide adequate benefit coverage for retired workers, divorced
spouses, widows, and disabled spouses and widows. _ o
One way to insure the adoption of these concepts would be the
enactment of some form of earnings sharing, the most widely dis-
cussed method for improving women’s treatment iinder Social secu-
rity. For this reason miich of this testimony will focus on earnings
sharing. - S S S
_Major changes in the economic role of women and in the institu-
tion of marriage have occurred since social security was enacted.
Trends such as the escalating divorce rate and the_ increasing
number of women in the labor force led the 1979 Advisory Council

on social security to conclude that a thorough examination of the

treatment of women was among its most important tasks.
" The Cotincil spent more time on this issue than on any other and
the majority agreed that some system of earnings sharing would
appear to be the most promising way of achieving equity for
women under the social security system. . - .= o

We concur with this but believe; as did the Council, that earn-
ings sharing is a very complex policy change and some problems
remain in all specific plans_for implementing it. Earnings sharing
would be likely to benefit divorced women, two earner couples in

which women have worked for more than 10 years, and widows

who have been in the work force for more than 10 years.
However; some couples would receive reduced benefits. For ex-

ample, two earner.couples in which the wife has worked for fewer
than 10 years would receive less money. As the objective is greater

equity for all beneficiaries; it would seem that a hold-harmless pro-

vision would be a worthwhile component of any earnings sharing
proposal. } I -
" The association agrees with the supplementary statement of

Commissioners Ball, Keyes; Kirkland, Moynihan, and Pepper of the
National Committee on Social Security that there are many techni-
cal .and administrative questions to be worked out; but that the

problems are not insurmountable. We join them in urging renewed -~

efforts to develop a comprehensive proposal based on the concept of

earnings sharing. . [ i
In addition to earnings sharing, there are other ways to provide

more equitable treatment of women under social security. The as-
sociation favors increasing the number of dropout years for parents

who remain out of .the labor force, in order to perform child care

and other homemaker responsibilities. We were disappointed that
the Senate-approved increase of 2 dropout years was dropped in

conference this spring. We believe it’s necessary to increase the

15),
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number of dropout years to avoid penalizing those parents; mostly

women, who remain out of the work force to perform child care re-
sponsibilities. L o o ]
- In conclusion, we applaud the continuing efforts of this task
force to develop ways of insuring equity for women under social se-
curity. As we have indicated; we believe that a principle of no
direct harm should prevail in considering any major policy change

so that new inequities are not created in the process of eliminating
the inequities that currently exist in the social security system:

_We appreciate this opportunity to appear before you today and
welcome working with you_in the future. -
_Ms. OakAr. Thank you for your very fine testimony. I hope you
get it. There are earnings sharing bills and there are earnings

sharing bills. And in the bill that I and Senator Cranston have in-

troduced, does not penalize the homemaker. I'm very sensitive to

in the process, because homemakers are poor also when they’re
older. We have a clause that protects the homemakers in the tran-

sition area and would like you to take a look at that; because I

think that there are differences in various bills and that is one

that does not penalize the homemaker:
Ms. Luskey. We recognize that there are differences. We just

wanted to go on record for the no direct harm. S

 Ms. OakaRr: There have been other bills previously introduced in

the Congress that did not;, you know, display that interest. I ,thinlg
that’s important that you did mention it and we're glad that in the
broad terms the League has taken an issue, a stand on these issues.
It’s very, very important since you're such an important organiza-
tion:

Thank you. . . .

[The prepared statement of Ms. Luskey follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CHARLOTTE Luskey; MEMEER; PusLic PoLicY COMMITTEE;

CHAIRMAN; COMMITTEE ON écmc; “THE ASSOCIATION or-jdomqn Lracuss, INc.

- 1 am Charlotte Luskey of Chevy Chase, Md., a member of the Association of
Junior Leagues’ Public Policy Committee and chairman of the Association’s Com-
mittee on Aging. I also am a past president of the Junior League of Washington;
D.C. 1 am especially pleased to be presenting testimony to the Task Force on Social
Security and Women of the Select. Committee on Aging. The Association of Junior
Leagues is an international women's volunteer organization with 243 member
Leagues in the United States; representing approximately 148,000 individual mem-

-_As a women’s organization, the Association is particularly interested in the prob-
lems women face under the current Social Security system. Junior League members
are experiencing the same trends reflected in_national statistics—for example; many

of our members are working; more_are having to combine work; child care, and

family responsibilities. In addition; those Junior League members who are full-time
homemakers also need the economic help of this legislation in planiing for the
future: : S . L , o , ]

. While we do not collect demographic information on all of our members, we do
have soriie data for individual Junior Leagues which would appear to be representa-
tive. These data siiggest that most Junior League members are married, have chil-
dren, and are college graduates. In addition to their volunteer and family commit-
ments, a substantial number of Junior League members are employed. As of 1982;

approximately 41 percent of the women joining the Junior League were employed
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part-time or full-time. This profile should make clear the reason for the Associ-
ation’s interest .1 women's treatment under Social Security.
~ SSOCIATION POSITION ON WOMEN'S ECONOMIC EQUITY

_ The Association has been on record since 1981 with the following position state-
g;gnt on women's économic issues which-was reaffirmed at the Association's Annual
Cor . 15-18, 1983 in Dallas
supports _the goal of fair and equal economic opportiifiities for women and men and
will advocate for the attainment of thisgoal.” =~~~ - - S
_ Based on_this_position statement; the Association has §!:fpozted,a,vijfr,i,éti of 5@*

( ge tax reduc-

lative initiatives; including reforms in Social Security and the marria
tion provisions included in the Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981.
ASSOCIATION POSITION ON WOMEN AND SOCIAL SECURITY
_ Because of our concerns about women's econiomiic_equity, the Association has stud-
ied the issue of women's treatment under-Social Security. In Séjitéhib’ei- 1982, the
Association issued a paper, “Women and Social Security,” including the following
concepts for reform of the Social Security system which were approved by the Asso-
ciation of Junior Leagues’ Board of Directors on Febr arx,ZZ,,,l,Sl,)SZ;” L
1. The Social Security system_should be structured in recognition of the fact that
marriage is an equal partnership in which both spouses make an economic contribu-
tion in the paid. labor force and in performing homemaker and child care duties.
2. The Social Security system should treat one- and two-earner couples in an equi-
table manner. - - S ) T
3. The Social Seciirity Systern should not. penalize individuals for. choosing to
e in out of the work force to perform child care and other homemaker responsi-
ilities. - - S - - — - .
" 4. The Social Security system should provide adequate benefit caverage for retired
workers, divorced spouses, widows, and disabled spouses and widows. - - L
One way of insuring the adoption of the concepts endorsed by the Association
would be the enactment of some form_of earnings sharing; the

ost widely-discussed
tethod for improving women's treatment under Socjal Security. Because of the
giégegpjeéd interest in this proposal, much of this testimony will focus on earnings
sharing.

BROAD TRENDS AFFECTING WOMEN

many divorced women are ill-prepared for the job market because they have not
been in the labor force for many years. L
More than 53 percent of all wonien are in the labor {orce: e
_ Forty percent of-the total work force.is.comiposed of’ women; and women are pro-
jected to comprise 50 percent of the work-force by 1920. . : L S
" These trends, among others, led the 1979 Advisory Council on Social Security to
conclude that “a thorough examination of the treatment of women was among its
most important tasks”; the council spent more time on this issue than on any other:.
We_concur with the council’s findings that: - - :
_ Major changes in the economic rofe of women und in the institution of marriage
have occurred since Social Security was enacted. ... . .,
These changes call for modifications in the way in which the Social Security
systefn troats women. Ll
We xlso believe, as the majority of the council agreed; that some system of earn-
ings sharing would appear to-be the most promising way of achieving equity_for
women under the Social Seciirity system. However, s the council pointed out: Earn-

REPORT OF NATIONAL COMMISSION ON SOCIAL SECURITY REFORM
Becaise of the urgency of the long-range solvency igsues facing the social security
system, the National Commission on Social Security Reform declined to r
major action -regarding.-women's equity: However, now that these financial_problems
have been addressed, the issies concerning women should be addressed as well. As
the supplementary-statement by Commissioniers Robert M. Bali, Martha Keys, Lane
Kirkland, Daniel Patrick Moynihan and Claude Pepper (statement 2-1) entitled

.y
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“Long-Term Financing and lssues of Special Concern to Women” affirmed, “sub-
stantial inequalities persist and much remains to be done” (statement 2-5). The sup-
plementary statement also_called for greater consideration of earnings sharing and
included the following comments:. ... ] ] o

__Earnings sharing has been_proposed in. many.forms and was recommended for
consideration by both the 1979 Advisory Council on Social Security and the 1980
President’s Commission on Pension Policy. Obviously, siich a comprehensive change
ifi striictiire reqilirescareful development of a detailed proposal and thorough anal-

ysis of its impact. There are many technical and administrative questions to be
worked out and special consideration must be given to continued strong protection
for the family against death or disablement of its_primary wage-earner. These are
not_insurmountable problems; however. We believe that earnings sharing is the
most promising approach to the solution. of social security problems of special con-
cern to woren and we urge renewed efforts to develop a comprehensive proposal
bised on this conicept (statement 2-17, 8).

EARNINGS SHARING
_ Earnings sharing would be likely to benefit divorced women, two-earner couples
in which women.have worked for.more than 10 years, and widows who have been in

the work force for more than 10 years. However, some couples would receive re-

duced benefits. For example, two-earner couples in which the wife has worked for
fewer than 10 years would receive less money. If the policy objective is_greater
equity for all beneficiaries; it would seem that a “hold harmless” provision would be

a worthwhile component of any earnings sharing proposal:
~ TECHNICAL COMMITTEE'S FINDINGS ON EARNINGS SHARING

_Obviously, there is a need for research on the impact that earnings sharing would
have on beneficiaries of the Socia] Security system. Fortunately, an ad hoc group of
women has been working since January 1982 on women and. social security, with
special_emphasis on earnings_sharing. This group; known as the Technical Commit-
tee; obtained. funding for a computer simulation to determine the.potential impact
of earnings sharing: The Association .of Junior Leagues has been following the Tech-
nical Committee’s computer simulation of the impact of earnings-sharing, and has

been. especially interested in its-production of data suggesting the impact of the

earnings sharing proposal on different types of beneficiaries. We await the final
report of the committee with interest. We are eager to help develop a proposal that

will be both financially viable and equitable for women.

DROPOUT YEARS

In addition to earnings sharing, there are other ways to provide more equitable
treatment of women under social security. As the reform concepts endorsed by the
association’s board indicate, the association favors increasing the number of dropout
years for parents who remain out of the labor force in order to perform child care
and other homemaker_responsibilities, We were disappointed that_the Senate-ap-
proved increase of 2 dropout years this spring was. dropped in conference. We be-
lieve it is necessary to increase the number of dropout years to avoid penalizing
those parents (mostly women) who remain out of the work force to perform child
care responsibilities:

CONCLUSION

__In conclusion, we_applaud the continuing effarts of this task force to develop ways
of insuring equity for women under social security. As we have indicated; we believe
that a principle of “no direct harm” should prevail in considering any major policy
change so that new inequities are not created in the process of elimir.ating current
inequities that exist in the social security systein. E

We appreciate this opportunity to appear before you today.

Ms. Luskey: Thank you:

Ms. OAkAR. Thank you.

Mr. McCain? _ . S

Mr. McCain. I have no questions, Madam Chairwomais. I would
just like to thank everyone again for their patience and also to say

that maybe during the next hearing they can go first:
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Mr. McCain. Thank you. . - . - . -
~ Mr. Oaxkar: Yes; we tried to kind of work it so that as we got the
testimony in, that’s pretty much the way we did it, believe_it or

not, so, Ms. Finn, we're glad that you are with us also. Eagle
Forum has appeared before our committee in the past and we're
very happy that you—and I believe the last time we had about
nine people here testifying, so we're glad that you are able to be
with us as well:

~ STATEMENT OF JUDITH FINN

_Ms. FINN. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I want to thank you for
allowing me to testify this morning and for your tolerance in hear-

ing a dissenting opinion. . ) o
My name is Judith Finn. I am a homemaker from Oak. Ridge;
Tenn. I was trained as an economist and political scientist and
have worked for several years; doing public policy research and
teaching political science before I became a mother 7_years ago. -

" I have written a book entitled “The Treatment of Women Under
Social Security” and am chairman of the Task Force on Social Se-
curity for Eagle Forum, a national organization of women with tra-
ditional moral and family values, most of whom are homemakers.
1 will summarize my testimony and ask that the full statement
be submitted in the record.

Ms. Oaxar. Without objection, we will do that. o
_ Ms: FInN: Social security is sex neutral. The proposals like earn-
ings sharing have nothing whatever to do with gender-based dis-

tinctions. Most of the changes in social security which have been
made in response to the quest for sex neutrality have benefited

men and not women. However, for better or worse, women are now

treated the same as men under social security law. Women who
choose to have a career and who must work for a considerable part
of their lives have the same social security protection that compa-
rable men have and their benefits are calculated in exactly the
same manner; regardless of their sex or marital status. The fact is
that problems experienced by small ;roups of women under social
security arise because women are treated the same as men. These
facts have long been recognized and are documented in my written
statement.

“Another way to measture social security effects on women is to

determine whether women as a group get as favorable a return on

their taxes as they pay into social security as men do. When meas-
ured this way; women get an even higher return from social secu-

rity taxes than men. If we compare the fotal taxes paid to the total
benefits received by women beneficiaries; either on the basis of
their own or their husband’s earnings, women currently pay 2

percent of the taxes and receive 50 percent of the benefits. Some
women get benefits from social security without paying any social

security taxes, but if we restrict the comparison to women working

in covered employment, we still find no evidence that women are
shortchanged; and we find_ that the cost of paying benefits to

women workers and their dependents is higher than the cost of

paving benefits to men workers ar.d their dependents.
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Indeed, if separate. systems were established, women workers
would have to pay social security taxes about 9 percent higher than
men would have to pay. Since women pay the same social security
tax rate as men, this means women in the labor force get a higher
return for their taxes than men do. Therefore, it cannot be said
that the present social security system is unfair to women workers
as compared to men workers. : S ,
_The alleged problem of sex discrimination and unfair treatment

of women is; in reality; an issue of concern for people in particular
situations who may be disadvantaged by social security. These con-
cerns are no more basic and widespread than many others that
must be balanced iinder a social security system of social adequacy:-

The first problem s that divorced homemakers who do not re-

marry by the time they retire are sometimes left with inadequate
social security benefits. The second problem is the question of

whether the secondary earner is being treated fairly by social secu-

-A homemaker who divorced after 10 or more years of marriage is
often left with inadequate social security benefits.if she does not
remarry. This group is quite small due to the very high probability

of remarriage. The wife’s benefit;, payable under the present law,
was designed as a_supplement for couples living together, and is
therefore inadequate to maintain a separate household with no sep-
arate income. i . ; S -
__In _addition, having been primarily a homemaker for 10 or more

years makes it difficult to establish an earnings record large
enough to produce a primary benefit that is substantially higher
than the wife's benefit. Thus, the divorced homemaker frequently

does not add to her.guaranteed wife’s benefit by her earnings
record. As many critics have pointed out; there is a need; when
marriage ends in divorce, to obtain an equitable settlement of the

joint assets of the marriage, including the accumulated claims to
retirement benefits. = o o ~
_The social security law presently prevents divorce courts from di-

viding accumulated claims to social security retirement benefits:
The law does provide a wife’s benefit for divorced wives who have

been married 10 or more years. But this is defined as half the pri-
mary benefit. And this iS not usually an equitable division of re-
tirement benefits. A limited earnings sharing plan would have dis-
tinct advantages in the case of divorce. However, even with the
limited earnings sharing at divorce, there are significant problems

that have not yet been resolved: So, we cannot yet give our support
to this proposed reform. , , ,
For example, .if a marriage of 30 years ends in divorce and one

spouse were able to mandate earnings sharing, as in the case of
H.R: 2739, the primary earner could have his benefits cut ir half

and the spouse may not even use those earnings credits if she re-
marries. Even though earnings sharing would facilitate an equita-
ble division of assets at divorce, this is no argument for imposing
mandatory earnings sharing on everyone. S
The second grqble’rp’ﬁ is_whether the secondary earner is being

tuce the two-income family does not receive as high
a return from the total social security taxes paid as the one-income

family, the one-income f.-mily appears to receive the most value for
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its social security taxes: This is because of the existence of the
guaranteed minimum benefit, defined by the wife’s benefit. How-
ever, this benefit is available to all families: It must be emphasized
that the secondary earner in a two-income family receives all the
benefits she has earned. She is treated equally with all other work-

ers, male and female. It is repeatedly alleged that all working
women really want is to receive benefits on the same basis as their
husbands. However, under the present system she will always re-
ceive at least that amount. In addition; as a worker she will receive
survivor's and disability insurance which she would not have had if

she has not been in the labor force: I o
Even though both workers in a two-income family receive all the
retirement benefits they earn, they feel cheated because their re-
tirement benefits are not proportionally higher; and sometimes no
higher than if the wife had not been in the labor force and received
only the wife's benefit. ; S o
The wife’s benefit is properly understood as a guaranteed mini-

mum for a dependent wife whose primary career is that of a home-

maker who is performing a socially valuable function of nurturing

children and taking care of her family. In no sense is the wife’s

benefit taken away when the wife enters the labor force and ob-
tains a social security retirement benefit greater than her mini-
mum benefit, and therefore substitutes one type of social security

protection for another: = =~ =~ o o
Therefore, we conclude that neither the inability of the wife to
add to her workers benefit to her wife’s benefit, nor the fact that
other wives claim that minimum benefit and she does not; should
be considered an inequity against the secondary earner or the two-

income family. - : . N
~ We are opposed to mandatory earnings sharing proposals like
H.R. 2742 because they are a far more radical form of restructur-
ing social security than is necessary to address the existing prob-
lems. Critics of social security have said that earnings sharing de-

parts from the traditional understanding of viewing marriage as an
economic partnership based on an increasing recognition of the eco-

nomic contribution of the homemaker to her family.

" However, the economic contributions of homemakers has long
been recognized, especially by social security. Viewing marriage as
an economic partnership hardly breaks with tradition except inso-

far as marriage has long been recognized to be much more than
that. The break with the traditional concept of marriage, which is
inherent in earnings sharing, is that it requires each incividual to
have a social security in his or her own right, as if he or she,

should always remain independent and self-sufficient, rather than

becoming part of an interdependent family. .
__The traditional division of labor within a family does not. mean
that the family is not an economic partnership; nor an equal part-
nership. There has been much said today about the changing roles

and how this necessitates earnings sharing. However, I would like
to point out, that despite the fact that the labor force participation
rate of women is increasing the contribution that women make to
total family income has remained the same since about 1920. =

" Our major objection to earnings sharing is that it hurts the tradi-

tional family by eliminating the wifg’s benefit, thus reducing its
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benefits substantially. In the HEW report of 1979 they estimaied
this to be about 20 percent.

It also represents an unwarranted governmental interference in
the affairs of the family by dictating an equal entitlemer.t to the
family’s social security benefits. Supporters of earnings sharing

often claim to be representing the best interests of the homemaker
by giving her benefits in her own right. HbWéVét;,hdﬁiéﬁiékers cor-

rectly see that earnings sharing is a guise for the elimination of

the wife's benefit. It should be remembered that homemakers from

all over this country spoke out forcefully against earnings sharing

at the series of regional hearings held by the National Commission

on Social Security and by the Social Security Subcommittee of the

House Ways and Means Committee in 1979. S
Ms. Oakar: We do have a vote and rather than come back, if it's

possible; if we could just ask you to summarize just a little bit
faster, we’ll suibmit your entire statement for the record.

Ms. FINN: OK.. . _ . e
~ Ms. OakAr. We'd be grateful. We have about 9 minutes left
before we have to go to vote.

- Ms. Finn. OK. Totally apart from the income effects of cutting
the benefits of the traditional family where the wife is primarily a

homemaker, the most important reason for retaining thz wife’s

benefit is that its elimination would almost certainly have o nega-

tive impact on child development. This statement is documented in
my written statement, and I'll just conclude by saying that we feel

‘that limited earnings sharing at divorce has potential, if somie of

the major problems can be satisfactorily addressed: _
__We also support the concept of the inheritability of the surviving

spouse; of the earnings credits of the deceased spouse during their

marriage as specified by your bill; H.R. 2744; and we feel the best
way to help those women who pursue both a career as a_home-

maker and in the labor market, at different times in their lives, is

tc increase the number of child care dropout years that can be ex-
cluded from their earnings records. o )

[The prepared statement of Ms: Finn follows:]

Thank you.

PREPARED STATEMENT oF JUDITH FINN

My name is Judith Finn. I am a homemaker from Oak Ridge: Tenn, I was trained
as an economist and political scientist and 1 worked for several years doing public
policy research and teaching political science before I became a miotiter.7 year ago: I
have written a book entitled “The Treatment of Women Under Social Security;” !
and am Chairman of the Task Force on Sociul Security for. Edgle Foriim, 4 national
orgunization of womien which traditional moral and family values, most of whom
iire homemikers,

SEX DISCRIMINATION
The accusation. that social security discriminates against women has been fre-
quently made: All these charges are contrary to the. long-known fact that social se-
curity.is sex-neutral. Sex neutrality has been assured through various Congressional
amenrdments to the Social Secirity Act and by several Supreme Court decisions.?

- tdudith B. Finn, “The Treatment of Women Under Social Security: A Critigue of Proposed
Reforims.” The Free Congress Research und Education Folindation, Washington, %;C.; 1981 -
B Ibidl pp. 19-21; and, Peter W. Martis, “So¢ial Security Benefits for Spouses,” Cornell Law
Review, 6:3:5, June 1978, pp. T83-840.
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Despite all_the rhetoric_nbout sex discrimination. which surrounded the public re-
lease of the 1979 HEW Changing Roles Report, the report contains only a 13-page
discussion of “gender-based distinctions” wherein it is admitted that these distinc-
tions are very minor, “very technical and have limited applicability.” ® Further-
fioke, the nine minor provisions discussed in_the report constitute discrimination
against men, not women, and they involve only a small number of men! There has
been no opposition to the changes. which wcsuldy be necessary to extend to such men

=€ benefits that similarly-situated woimen already have: ‘The praposals like earn-
ings sharing have nothing whatever to do with gerider-based distinctions. Lo
" Most of the changes in social security which have been made in response to the

quest for sex npeutrality have benefited men, not women. For example, until 1972,
women coald drop 3 more vears then men from the averaging period for figuring
retirement benefits. This provisionhad been_designed to compensate women for

their more intermittent pattern of participation in_the labor force. In order to
ensure that social security be completely sex-neutral; the. number of years that both
men and women-could drop was set at 5. Women in the aggregate have become
WOrs lue to these changes. e _
_ However, ‘or better or worse, women are now treated the same men under
social security_law. Women who choose to have a career or who miust. work for a
considerable part of their lives have the same social security protection that comga-
rable men have; and their henefits are calculated in exactly the same manner re-
gardless of their sex or marital status. The fact is that the problems experienced by
wommen. uiider sncial security arise because women are treated the same as men.
These facts have long beeni reccgnized.* . el
" The frequent and exapgerated charges of discrimination and. inequitiez against
women by the “women’s movement” have drawn unwarranted attention to the issue
of the treatment of women under sccial security and have improperls focused the
debate. Even those who realize the charges are erroneoiis feel compelled to answer
them, providing credibility to them. Thus, the problems that certain groups of
women have under social security have been elevated above countless other con-
cernis of equal importance: These are not matters of sex_discrimination in the

present system, and the answers cannot be found in further sex neutrality.
WOMEN RECEIVE GREATER RETURN THAN MEN FROM TAXES PAID
Another way to measure how social security affects women is to determine wheth-

er women as & group_get as favorable a return for the taxes they pay into social
seciirity as men do. When measured this way; women get an even higher return
from social security taxes than men. Women tend to get_more for what they pay
becauise woiiien tend to live longer and retire earlier than men and th re_collect
benefits longer. Becauise their average wages are lower; womzn also rec eat-

a :
er advantage from the weighted-benefit formula: These two factors outweigl  the

fact that more secondary benefits are paid on the basis of men’'s wage records than
onwomen's. - - RS .

mpare the total taxes paid to the total benefits received by women
beneficiaries; either on the basis of their own or their husbands’ earnings, women
currently pay 25 percent of the taxes and receive about 50 percent of the benefits:

When measured in terms of return from social security taxes, it simply cannot be

argued that women in the aggreg:.te are disadvantaged by social security. Some
wortien get benefits from social security without paying any social security taxes.
However, if .we restrict the comparison to women working in covered employment,
we still find -no eviderice that women are shortchanged. If we compare the taxes
paid by working women to the benefits based on earnings of women and received by
all types of beneficiaries, we find that the cost.of paying benefits to_women workers
af?d their dependents is higher than the cost of paying benefits to men workers and
the

ir_dependents. Indeed, if separate systems were established, women workers

would have to pay social secuirity taxes that are aboiit 9 percent higher than men

would have to pay.® Since women pay the same social security tax rate as men, this
__% U:S._Depi. of Health: Education and Welfare, “Secial Security and the Changing Roles of
Men and Women,” HEW, Washington, D.C.,- 1979, p: 129, .- -- R
4 Ball, Robert M., Testimony at Hearings befor= the US. Congress Jaint Economic Committee,
“The Treatment of--Women. Under Social. Security’,_Fconomic_Problems of Women, 93rd Con-
gress, 151 Session, Washington, D:C.. p. |33, See also, Task Force on Social Security, “Women
and Sociil Security: Adapting to a New Era,” a working paper prepared for the Special Commit-
tee on Aging: U.S. Senate, October 16,1975, - = -~ - — - S
BLE 119151 Ad\(i)sory Council on Social Security. “Social Seciirity Financing and Benefits,” Decem-
er 1979, p. 92
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means that women in the lubor force get u higher retirn for their taxes than men
do. Therefore, it cannot be said that the present social security system is unfair to
women workers as compared to men workers.
IDENTIFICATION OF REAL PROBLEMS

__The alleged problem of sex discrimination and anfair treatment of wotien is in
reality an_issue of concern for people.in particular situations who may be disadvan-
taged by the social security system. These conceriis dre nio more basic or widespread
than many others which-must be balanced under social security. The first problem

¢ ime they retire are some-

is that divorced homemakers who do not remarry by the e
times left with inadequate soci

times left with inadequate soc security benefits. The second problem is whether
the secondary earner is being treated fairly by social security.
A homemaker who divorces_after. 10 or more years of marriage is often left with
inadequate social security benefits if she does not remarry. This group is quite small
due to the very high probability of remarriage. The wife's benefit payable under the
present iaw was designed as a supplement for cotiples living together and is there-
fore. inadequate. to maintain & separate household with no other income. In addition,
having been primarily a homemaker for ten or more years makes it difficul:, to es-
tablish an earnings record large enough to produce a primary benefit that is sub-
stantially higher than the wife’s benefit. Thus, the divorced homem iker frequently
does not add to her guaranteed wife’s benefit by her own earrings record: As many
critics have pointed out; there is a need; when a marriage ends in divorce, to obtain
an equitable settlement of the joint assets of the marriage including the accumulat-
ed claims to retirement benefits: The social security law. presently prevents divorce
courts from dividing accumulated claims to social security. retiremenit benefits. The
law does provide a wife’s_benefit_for divorced-wives who had been -married ten or
more years, but this is defined to be one-half of the primary benefit. This is not usu-
ally an equitable division of retirement benefits.. -~~~
A limited earnings sharing plan would have distinct advantages in the case of di-
vorce. However, even with limited earnings sharing at divorce, there are significant
problems that have not been resolved. For example; if a_marriage of 30 yrars_ended
in divorce and one spouse were able to mandate earnings sharing as in the case of
H.R. 2739, the primary earner_could have. his benefits cat in half and the spouse
may_not_even use the earnings credits if she remarries: . . . - S
.. Even though earnings sharing would acilitate an equitable division. of assets at
divorce, this is no argument for imposing mandatory earnings sharing for everyone.
- The second problem is whether the secondary edrner is being treated fairly since

”

the two-income family does not receive as. high a return from its total social security

taxes as the-one-incorne family. The one-income family appears to receive the most

value out of its social security taxes, because of the existence of the guaranteed
minimum benefit defined by the wife’s benefit. Ho 1, this benefit is available to
all families. It must be emphasized that the secondary earner_in_a_two-income
family receives all the benefits she has_earned; and she is_treated equally_with all
other workers, male and female. It is_repeatedly alleged that all working women
really want is to_receive benefits_on_the same basis as their husbands.. Under the
present system, she will receive at lesst that amount: As a worker she also receives
survivor’s and_disability insurance which she would not have had if she had not
been in the labor_force. Even though both workers in a two-income family- receive
all the retirement benefits they. earn, thev feel cheated because their retirement
benefits are not proportionally higher and sometimes are no higher than if the wife

is. properly understood as a guaranteed minimum benefit foi a dependent wif
whose primary career is that of a homemaker who is performing the socially valua-
ble function of nurturing children and taking care of her family. In no sense is the
wife’s benefit “'taken away” when a wife enters the labor force and_obtains a social
security retirement benefit greater_than _her minimum benefit; and therefore substi-
tutes one_type_of social security protection for another: Therefore, we conclude that
neither the inability of a wife to add her worker’s berefit to her wife's bznefit; nor
the fact that other wives claim that minimum benefii and she does not, should be
considered an inequity against the seconddry earfier or the two-income family.

CRITIQUE OF EARNINGS SHARING
_. . We are opposed to mandatory_earnings sharing proposals like H.R. 2742 _because
they are a far more radical restructuring of social security than_is necessary to. ad-
dress_the existing problems. Critics_of social security have said that earnings shar-
ing departs from the traditional understanding by viewing marriage as an economic
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Eur,t.n,ership; based on_an_increasing recognition of the economic contribution of the
omemaker to her family. However, the_economic contribution of homemakers has
long been recognized especially by the social security system. Viewi ng marricge as
an economic partnership hardly breaks with tradition, except insofar as marriage
hiis also ling been recognized.to be miuch miore then that. The break with the tradi-
tiona! concept of mirriage which .is inherent.in earnings sharing is the way it re-
quires each individual to have social security in_his or her own right as if he or she
should always remain independent and self-sufficient rather than becoming. part of
an interdependent family. The traditional division of labor within a family does not
mean that the family is not an economic_partnership or not an equal partnership.

_ Our major. objection to mandatory earnings sharing is that it hurts the traditional
family by eliminating the wife's benefit thus reducing its benefits substantially. It
also..represents an unwarranted governmental interference in the_affairs of the
family by dictating the equal entitlement to the family’s social security_benefits.
Supporters of earnings-sharingoften claim to be representing the best interests of
the homemaker by giving her benefits "in her own right”. However, homemakers
correctlv see ;ha,t,garn,ings,sl!afr,iﬁri%,i,é, a guise for the elimination of the wife's bene-
fit. It should be remembered that homemakers from all over this country spoke out
forcefully. against earnings sharing at the series of regional hearings held by the
National Comimission_on Social Security and by the Social Security Subcommittee of
the House Wiys and Means Committee in 1979.

DEFENSE OF THE WIFE'S BENEFIT
__Totally apart frora the income effects of cutting the benefits of the traditional
family where the wife is primarily a homemaker, the most important reason for re-
taining the wife's benefit is that its elimination would almost certainly have a nega-
tive imract on child development. Economists agree that the elimination of the
wife's benefit would cause an_increase in the labor force participation of married
woimen. Mot'ers who would otherwise choose to stay at home and take care of their
own children wcld be induced to enter the labor force: A review of the child devel-

opmént literature indicates that, there are strong reasons to fear that this would
lead to 2 decline in the quality of care received by these- mothers’ children_and a

decline in these children’s development.® This is confirmed by the research of other
social scientists who document the lower time-imputs into child rearing by working
mothers,” by the research of economists which shows a positive_ relationship be-
tween parentaltime-inputs and child development;® and by educational researchers
Wit have found that children living in two parent homes show lower school achieve-
ment if their mothers work.-And the negative effect on school achievement is great-
er if the mothers work fulltime.? S o
~ Another adverse effect of forcing more worien into.the labor force by eliminating
the w benefit would be to worsen the already difficult financial situation. pro-
jiggt,ed,,fqr social security during the second and.third dccides of the 2lst.century.

his_is so because there is a negative relationship betweer fertility and labor force
participation. A decline in the birth rate would mean a decline in the number of
futare contribators to the pay-as-you-go social security system, an effect that would
offset sorfie of the savings projected by the elimination of the wife’s benefit.
~ CONCLUSION ,

_We feel that limited earnings sharing at divorce has potential if some of the prob-
lems can be satisfactorily addressed. We also support the concept of the inheritabil-
ity_by a_surviving_spouse of the earnings credits of the deceased spouse- earned

during their marriage; as specified by H.R. 2744. We feel the best way to help those

__% Rayniond and. Dorathy Moore; et al.; “School Can Wait,” Brigham Young University. Press,
gmio. gtah;,lj)'i!). Sclina Fraiberg, “Every Child’s Birthright: In Defense of Mothering,” Basic

ooks, N.Y, 1977, - - - - - T, e
" 7 Russell Hill and Frank Stafford, “Parental Care of Children: Tinie Diary Estimates of Quan-
tity Predictability and Variety,” Survey Research Center; Institute for Social Research; Univer-
sity of Michigan. Ann Arbor. November 1978; (ISR No. 8004) (Published: Journal of Human Re-

sources; 19801

‘Mother's Home Time and the Production of Child Quality,” Defmography;

3 o et al.. “Sifigle Parenits, Working Mathers; and the Educational Achievement
of Elementary -School Age Children,” and David_¥._Meyers; et al.. “Single Parents, Working
Mothers, and the Educational Achievement of Secondary School Age Children” (draft), Reports

%népured,under contract No. 300-80-0778 with the U.S. Department of Education, Washington,

160



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

157
wonien who parsue both a career as 4 homemaker and in the labor market at differ-
ent times in their lives is to increuse the number of child-care drop-out years that
can be excluded from the earnings record.

Ms. Oakar. Well, thank you, and I'm very happy to. have the
support for the bill as you feel you can support. I think that’s a
step in the right direction, in any event, and Mr. McCain, did you
have questlons‘”

would submit them in writing.

Ms. Oakar: I want to just make one quick point: Many home-

makers before they become homemakers; like my mother; were
workmg and achieved a rertain number of quarters. In a sense

they’'d be vested. But if they're out of that work force for a period
of time they're not covered by disability. We get hundrJds of letters
from homemakers who paid into the system and have terrible dis-

eases like multiple sclerosis. _They. feel it’s very unjust that they
stayed at hoitie after they pald,m their que.iters and are not eligi-

ble for disability because of restrictions the i»w places on them.
I'm sure you would want to correct that, particularly with your
thrust. And this bill woiild do that. This blll would provide disabil-

ity because of an ~earnings sharing approach for .all homemakers,

idea that they are staying at home with their children or taking
care of that parent; or whatever the case might he. o
I just wanted you to think of that and take a juick look at that.
I'd be happy to have your views on that when you do. ..
I want te thank all of our witnesses and I want to thank Chalr-
man Roybal and a very fine staff who did such a great job and we
will have 30 days for submission of other kinds of materials and
the questions that we want to ask all of youi in writing.

they’ve been out of the work force, partlcularly if you respect the

Ms. Oakar. With that, the Task Force on Social Security is ad-
journed.

[Whereupon, at 1:50 p.m., September 22, 1983, the hearing was
adjourned:]
[The subsequent information was received for the record: ]

___ NamioNaL FARMERS UnNION;
Washington; D.C.; September 20, 1983.

Hon MARY RObl- OAKAR

Chair, Task Force on,Soual Security and Women, Select Committee on /ging. U.S.

i Huuse 0/' epr.enlalwes Wa.shln[:lon DC

ho raise the food and ﬁber to_feed o our nation_and people around_the world.
Research _has shown that the family farm is. the most efficient unit for abundant
production; and farmers have demonstrated an outstandlng record for increased pro-
ducnvxty

firm income is often low and ﬂuctuatmg becaiise. of costs- and conditions beyond
their control. Diii-iiii; the last four years, farmers have suffered a steep decline in
net income so that in 1982 the average farm family net income was about $8,000.
National Farmers Union has supported Social Se

1935 and worked to see that farmers were finally included in. coveragg in 1955. We
have supported the minimum monmly _benefit_and other_expansions_of service and
coverage. We have recognized the important contribution that Social Security retire-

16§
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ment and disability benefits provide for farm families. Becatise of low and fluctuat-
ing family net incomes; farm men and women often receive much less than the
maximom retirement benefits. Recently, I met with a group of retired farm people
st our. Pioneer Encampment in.Colorado. I asked them to note for me the amount of
their Social Security checks: They ranged from about $200 for an individual older
woman to about $500 for a farm coiple. - - . .
~ Farm women have been particularly disadvantaged in relation to Social Security
coverage. Although it is estimated that over 70 percent of women in farm families
actively participate in the farm work and in the management they have been dis-
couraged from paying their own Social Security coverage. Although farming is the
third miost darigerous occupation. following forestry and mining; I think there has
been a lack of understanding of the importance of the Social Security disability and
survivor benefits. And I expect that many farm people. are not aware that farm
women are not provided this coverage when Social Security taxes are paid into their
husbands’ agcounts. ___ ;

We have met with the staff of the Social Security Administration, and they point
out that Federal law seems quite specific_in noting that intent to operate as part-
riers is siifficient foreligibility for Social Security coverage, even where there may
be no written legil-document to confirii the partnership. Therefore, there does not
appear to be need for additional legislation. However, I believe we do need to work

toward an expanded information progra:n so that farm women, local Social Security

staff, and financial advisors are aware of the importance of this coverage.

_ 1t has been noted that least year 60 percent of the net farm income fo

Armm, both to pay farm expenses and to provide income for family living._This
means that they may have full-time or part-time and sometimes intermittent em-
ployment, sometimes at relatively low wage scales, so that their payment into Social
Security taxes is far less than the maximum contribution. -

"It would be extemely helpful if your task force stalf could review the possible ef:
fects of farm women. being able to add to their Social Security base by paying taxes

as an operating partner on a family farm in addition to off-farm employment, be-
caiise in fact many of them do continue to carry on major management and labor
responsibilities in additioi: ¢
_. I am attaching a staten
cludes a letter to Congressman Byron Dorgan from John Svahn, Commissioner of
Social Security; relating to thisisswe. -
_ 1 would appreciate having this letter and the attached material included in your
hearing record to expand the information on this very important area of economic
eqiiity for women across our nation.

Kindest personal regards.

Sincerely,

Attachments.

Social Secarity legislation ‘was epacted 1n_1935. It provided retirement benefits to
vovered workers. Farmers were not included in coverage until 1956, Over the years
coverage was expanded to include disability and survivor benefits as well as medi-
care which provides hospital aiid medical benefits to those eligible for social security

1 r primarily by contributions- from emiployees and
employers and the self-employed. Self-employed persons, including farmers have
paid one-and-a-half times the rate of employee contributions as their payment into
social security.. The 1983 Social Security Amendments change this so_that effective
on January 1, 1984, farmers and other self-employed_persons will pay taxes equal to
the combined- employer-eriiployee rate. of 7. percent for a total of 14 percent of net
income. The law provides ~redits against the SECA tax liability for 1984 through
1989 equal to a percentape of seli-employment income according to & schedule of 2.7
percent in 1984, 2.3 percent in 1985 and 2 percent for the balance of the period.
National Farrers Union recommended a tax credit for self-employed as a better
wiiy to address the increase in the social security tax than the business deduction
wlhiich.was first recommended by the Social Security Commission. We believed that
refundable tax credit woiild have been more usefal for farmers and other self-em-
ployed people who had little or o income tax liability because of low met income.

' Socinl security has béen financed prim:
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_Many farm familics cannot earn full social security retirement benefits because
they often_have low gud fluctuating net farm income on which social security taxes
are paid. Recently many of them have had to take the option of paying on the

$1,600 minimum base hecause they have had, in fact; no net income:

ing operation, often are not recogni
ment taxes towards a social security account in theirown name.
__The Federal law seems quite specific in noting that intent to operate as partners
is sufficient for social security purposes; even where there may. be no written legal
document to prove the partnership: As a practical matter, we find many exaiples
in_our work with farm women where administrative rules and practices are being
Lr_it@;pr?téd to discourage farm couples from paying social seciirity taxes on both in-
ividuals. . . .. o . _ _ -
The Social Security Handbook of 1982, which is prepared as a reference for social
security offices, notes specifically on page 177, section 1107, headed, Business Part-
ners are Self-Employed. “A rﬁé'rftiié'réhih, is generally said to be created when two or
more persons join together for the purpose of carrying on a trade or business. Each
partner contributes in one or more ways with money; property; labor or skill and
shares in the profits and risks of loss in accordance with the partnership agree-
ment.” i i . .
Two or_more persons may. be self-employed as partners for income tax and social
security purposes; even if they do not operate under a.formal partnership agree-
mernt or even if they are not considered partners under state law becaiise they have
riot complied with local statutory requirements. - - - -
-. Social security is not oiily a program to provide some-income for retirement years.
It also provides disability protection and protection for survivors of the covered
worker. Farming is still the third most dangerous occupation and many farm

children in event of their death. . _  _ o o ) o -

__Many women; because of low wage rates and interrupted employment (they often
leave the workforce to raise a family) find they are not able to earn enough social
security credits in their own right to receive more than the spouse's benefit which is
based on their hiisband’s earnings. record. However, becalise many women are
spending more of -their lives as single persons, whether as the result of divorce-of
widowhood, we believe there is increased value in their establishing their own social
security eligibility. o T
. When the 1983 social security legislation was passed, many Members of Congress
noted that there were still some sex related inequities existing in present social
security law. There is a continuing interest in taking steps to make the additional

changes. Hearings on the issue are being considered

/ are denied the p

Hearings on the issue are being considered. ~_ . __
_.We believe it is important that the recognition of the right of farm women in fam-
ilies who want to declare a working partnership have the right to pay their own
social security coverage. . . - S . . .

.. Following is a. copy .of.4.letter recenitly. sent.to Corigressman Byron Dorgan from
the Socidl Security Administration regarding the rights of partners to contribute to
social security. - - S
- It-would be extremely helpful if you would talk to your tax accountant and your
local social security office about the right of farm women to participate in the social
security program, if you yourself do not wish to avail yourseif of the opportuni-
ty. I believe it is important that we build an understanding of the value of social
security coverage for farm women. I will appreciate your comments.

THe COMMISSIONER G SOCIAL SECURITY, _
Baltimore. Md.; March 23, 1987,

Refer to: SEP11.
Hon:. ByronN L. DorGan;,
House of Representatives.
Washingoon. 0C..

Dear Mg. DokGan: | am responding to your letter of March 7, 1983.
__It is_true_that a formal partnership agreement_is not necessary for a wife to_be
considered an equal partner in a farming operation or other family business Ifow-
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ever, the problem has been in deciding whether it is a partnership or whether one
spouse is the employee of the other: . S S

For & busitess to be recognized as a partrership for tax and Social Security pur-
poses, the legal relationship of the partrers must be established. The basic test for
dstermining this relationship is whether the parties in good faith and acting with a
business purpose intended to join together in the conduct of a particular enterprise
and actually did so. Their intent can be ascertained only for examining the circum-
stances of a particular case. This is done when a claim for benefits is filed.
_.In addition; a recent U.S. District_Court order in_the case of Edwards et al. v.
Schweiker relates to crediting self-employment_income derived from businesses oper-
ated by husbands and wives in community. property States: These States include Ar-
izona, Califoriia;, Idaho, Louisiana, Nevada, New Mexico;. Puerto Rico; Texas; and
Washington. The coiirt has ordered a redllocatio!: of the self-employment incomie be-
iween the spouses in proportion to the amount of labor each- contribiited to the busi-
ness. In order to inform couples of the court’s decision in these States, 8 pamphlet.
was included with the checks mailed to affected beneficiaries March &, 1982. In addi-
tion;.in_October 1982, we mailed notices to women living in these States whose
claums for benefits were denied because of determinations that they had not formed
partnerships in the family businesses. Uniform guidelines; contained in_our Pro-
gram Operations Manual; have beeri issued to all our Social Security offices;
_ Prior- to-the court decision, we had been treating the income derived from a
family business- (other than one carried on as alegal partnership) as the income -of
the husband. The only exception was of the wife exercised substantially all of the

management and control of the business. This treatment was in accordance with
not_followed chat provision because of the Federal court order. ..
_ Thank you for bringing this. matter to my attention. I hope that the information 1
have furnished has addressed your concerns:

Sincerely, .
JOHN A SVAHN:

TestiMony OF RiTA RicARDO-CAMPEELL, PR.D.!, SENior FELLOW, THE HOOVER
INSTITUTION; STANFORD, CAL'F.; SEPTEMBER 22, 1983
-  WOMEN AND SOCIAL SECURITY. -
__Writteri_testiiony subiiiitted on request to the Task Force on Social Secarity and
Women of the Select Commiittee-os.-Aging, House o’ Representatives, Congress of
the United States, September 22, 1983, hearings.

___The social security system badly lags in adjustment to the new economic, defmo-
graphic and legal realiticz This shows most clearly in respect to its treatmeni of
women who; aver the past fifty years have been dramatically changing their divi-
?ion of time among homemaking; the raising and bearing of children and working
or pay. B i
Recent data indicate that working women are not leaving the work force to bear
and raise children, even when the childre:: are. small. This is an eriergent factor of
e labor force participation of women, 25-34 years in 1980 was the
35-44 years; both at 66 percent. The majority.of -women today-do
ot _“alternat en_homemaking and paid employment™ (italics added)-beinp
“unpaid homemakers for part of their lives and paid workers for part of their lives’,
as an acting Social Security Deputy Commissioner testified before a Senate Finance
Subcommittee; July 28; 1983. Rather; women combine homemaking and paid work.
Because all wornen; as is true for all men; are not alike; their choices differ. When
Social Security was enacted; more women chose not to work for pay, but to marry
and have children. In 1940, 14 percent of married women worked; in 1983, over 50
percent of married women are working. More women are choosing to have few chil-
dren and also work outside the home. - : s
Social security induces the parents of our future generz.:ions to limit family size.

The 14-percent tax on first dollar earned (economists agree that the employer's

match_is_shifted_to_the worker in the form of lower wages) means lesser after-tax
income. The high inflation of the 1970’s_and into 1981; partially fueled by indexa-
tion of the benefits to the Consumer Price Index [CPI}), means that more women per-
ceive it necessary to work for money in order to maintain the family's standard of

__t An indepth article by Rita Ricardo-Campbell; Ph.D on Social Secarity appears in the book,

“Te Promote. Prosperity:_Domestic Policy in_the Mid-1908's,” Jonn H. Moore, ed., C. 1984,
Hoover Institution Press, Stanford, California. Forthcoming.
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living. Women who are car 1d to have fewer children than women -who do-not
earn_ money. Thus, our fertility rate is expected to continue its 200 year decline, The
low point was 1.738 births in 1976. The rate subsequently has been slowly rising.
The Social Security Administration [SSA} has reduced its “intermediate 11 B” birth
rite assumption from 2.1 average births over a woman's lifetime to 2.0. SSA does
not recognize that the more probable rate is either 1:9 or 1.85. However, the Census
Bureau does use aa -intermediate assuniption of 1.9 births: In_using a 2.0 longrun
fertility rate, the SSA underestimates the long run financial imbalance..

__There has been a recent, slight upward blip in the total fertility rate because a
higher proportion of better educated en have postponed having a child until
they were in _their thirties. These women are now bearing their first child. The
usaal result of delayed births is that the total number of births over a woman's life-
time falls; and therefore, larger families tend to disappear. In_1979; 28 percent of
white women at age 30 were childless; compared to only 14 percent in 1970. Al-
though the increiise in. births amiong nonwhite womien and the high nomber of

women who today are in their birth-bearing.years were sufficient to override the

postponement of births by younger women,; this effect will be temporary. - R
For mu ars 1 have argued that the fundamental problem of Social Seciiriiy-is
on_the basis of the individual, but pays benefits on the basis of the

family unit. Single persens and two-earner families are less favorably treated than

eated than

one-earner families. Although there may be some societal reasons to faver marrieds

over singles; and one-earner families over two-earner families; these reasons and the

e depend on value judgments: S Lo A
Since- 1975 the Supreme _Court has consistentls .ruled that the Social Security
system be sex-neutral. The-United States has a cosily and generous retired, spousal

henefit_equal to one-hall the worker's earned benefit. Among the earnings-related
programs._worldwide, only Switzerland’s has as generous a benefit.- The Uiited
Statessurviving; s I_benefit is the most genera _in_the world. It equals 100

percenit of the worker's earned benefit. Most countries have a survivor’s benefit
eyl 1o 60 percent or less of the worker's earned benefit.
The method used to ndd spouasal benefits to the Social Security system has con-
tributed to the degree of the subseqsent financial imbalance: If & worker who is en-
titled to a privite pension alss elecis a spousal benefit under a private plan; then
d worker’s pension is usually reduced. The social security spousal benefit

was awarded on the assumption that the spous: was depeudent, not because the
benefit was “paid for.” In many cases that is not true todny. Many women work;
some earn private or government pensions and many receive life insurance benefits
upon their husband's death. .
The U.S. system pays benefits to spouses; but no one who has worked for the re-
uired 10 yeiirs can receive. a spousal benefit plus his or her earner’s benefit; but
ther is-entitled oily to the higher benefit. Because. women usunlly have lower
» lifetime earnings than men, their earned benefits usually do rot eqaal the
'nt, surviving spousal benefit, and sometimes not even half of the.retired
ed benefit. 1 have estimated that 3.5 percent of longrun payroll is met

by th ' taxes paid by and on behaif of married, workinj women. I recognize
that the system would surely become broke if both benefits in full were paid. - -
__The U.S._system is ° d” in parl because no one receives more than one benefit.
But this financially necessary. rule of the U.S system penalizes the married woman
who works becuuse she receives lesser benet:: reloted to taxes than if she had
niever worked:

Bee > th

juity is not readily understood, there follows a simplified,

b
e

hypothetical e {fumily has average, indexed monthly earnings
i $200. Upon retirerient the edrier’s benefit is 80 percent of.the first $100_and 30
porcent of the rext $100, yielding $110. The spouse, assumed age 65, receives $55
tha!t of the primary benefit) and the family benefit is $165. .
An ifentically situated two-worker family, where eich earns $100, has an $80. pri-
v benefit for each worker, totaling 2 $160 benefit, or £ less. Another, more typi-
se identically situated two-worker family is where one worker earns
$60. The family between the higher of the two earned bene-
iit._and the carned plus the derivative benefit. The family, of course, chooses the
highest: $140 (both earned benell 1d oot th 38, where one is a derivative
senoc it At first glanee; the two-v srker fansily believes that it has gained $2 month-
by Bit i -ily osc worker Fa@ earned the $200; the benefits as indicated in the pre-
Grding phengriaph, ot s e been $165; or a comparative less to the two-worker
taenily of $25 monthly . - . S i o B
“the Socind Seeurity Act mhkes no distinetion becuuse.of sex; per so. Bot by initia:
. adding tenefits tor spousc: assumed dependent without reduging the worker's
165
)
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benefit from which the spousal benetit is_derived, Social Security does distinguish
between one-earner iund two-earner families. In liberalizing the spousal benefits
while increasing taxes on the-earnings to pay for them, Social Security -acts as a
divisive force between married women who work and married women who do not
work, as well as between young and oid. This is unfortunate.
_The carliest age at w workers re at retirement a benefit is 62;_and then
8,‘,’,,@@;@31 the full benefit. (The 1983 legislation reduces that amount to 70 per-
cent grad

fits are available at age 60: The 1983 legislation provides that divorced spouses re-

_in an attempt to encourage later retirement.) Surviving spousal bene-

ceive a retirement benefit even if the earner has not retired. This is.not true for
still married spouses. In other words._the benefit striicture is perceived by many to
treut similarly sitiiated individuals differently. - S
-—Benefits paid to divorced spouses do not come under the family maximum cap of
175 percent of the worker's benefit. Thus, 300 percent or more can be paid out on
one worker’s earnings record. Although one person_is entitled to only one benefit;
the trend is to pile up benefits bases on high earners. Clearly; rewards from Social
Security_are greater for married workers with dependents than. for the single indi-
vidual; who does not later acquire a spouse: It is also clear that under the present
structure of benefits, a two-worker family edrniing precisely the same total amount
ag a one-worker family in covered employmeiit, at- the same ages and paying the
some taxes will receive benefits upon retirement that average 17 percent less for
the two-worker family than those for the one-worker family; and their survivor's

benefits will average 25 percent less.

A social adequacy argument seems more applicable within the context of trans-
fers of income between generations rather than within the same generation or age

group. Under any new social security system earlier generations will always benefit
at the expense of later generations, but it is not necessary and it is not usual to
fivor one group over unother in the same age cohort. - } -

The 1983 legislation. increases the diffe'r'eh'c'e in-_returns between one-earner and
two-earner couples. Although older individuals of two-earner couples still receive

¢ than they and their employers pay in, among individuals at age 40 in 1983 “a
c

mimeo, p. 33, June 1983, Cato Institute, San Francisco. Forthcoming. See entire
puper for computation method isedy - ..
- Altheugh the average income of one-earner families is below that of two-earner

families the latter have higher work-related expenses. Also, a_one-earner family
ally produces larger amounts and a higher quality of household goods and serv-

1 the earner family. Household produced goods and services are not in
tional income accounts. 7ihe value of goods and services produced in the

¢

the
household. are usually referred to as imputed income; and include such items as
home baked bread; personal child care; home upkeep and repair, including wall pa-
pering, painting, sewing curtains, upholstering and other time consuming items that
two-worker fumilies are likely to purchase rather than prodiice, because of the lack

of time available for household needs. - - e
The socinl adequacy argument for benefit amounts greater than-the taxes paid

and the interestTorgone has been weakened in respect to the aged. The after-tax per
capita income of the aged in the United States is greater than that of younger per-
m are parents or poten i
fits above a giy usted_gross in level recognizes this.
ition does nothing to_correct the.inequity towards married
women who work. Indeed; they discourage women_married to older. retired men
from_working_because. the tax_on_half the. benefits is triggered at $32,000 for a
couple rather thin twice the individual’s trigger of $25,000; o ~
[ recognize that value judgnients are involved in deciding which welfare compo-
nents of the benefit structure should be retained. | support retention of the heavier
weights to low. lifetine earnings thil give greater benefits in relation to taxes paid
o the pour.
Severil proposa
Administration_inc
more in_tune w_iigih

a
today
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Because of the complexity of the system; “tinkering” that corrects one inequity
inevitably creites 4 new inequity..

- Barnings-sharing is :d on the phllosophy thiiit mirriage is.an equul p;irtiier-
ship and therefore earnings by either partner credited for Sociul Security benefits
should be equally divided between husband and wife. Congress has requested that
Health_and Human Services submit_by July 1984, a_workable earnings-sharing pro-
posal, Implementation of this propo:al will_be extremely difficult because of the
high nuimber of divorces and remarriages, the prictical impossibility of making it
retrospective and the concomitant difficulty of phising-in such a drastic change
A two-tie ‘used by several countries, provides everyone at a given age
who_has proof of residence. co

ls added i atrnctly (-:irmnm-reldted beneﬁt Although thns radical rcform woald ehm~

wonly for 40 years; a low monthly benefit to which

Agc and Survnvor 8§ leablhty Insurarnce bystei'n 'mpruve mdxvxdual
equity, and n+t sacrifice the social adequacy of benefits for those aged who are poor.
The proposal has perforce several parts. Addmonally, it is ‘ntended to cncourage.
not discourage, thc blrth of chlldren
1. Workitg i
thcir earned beneﬁt to thexr derlvat,xve beneﬁt the. totul bem;-, capped by 125 per-
cent of the earne benefit or three-fourths rather than half of the spousual benefit,
whlchcvvr is higher
2. The spouse married to a worker at the time of the latter's death wou'd be enti-
tled t(j one-half the worker & benefit plus addmonal um”unh 5.3 pro vd basns of

1p of 100 percent as now exists. o

4. This prorated approach would apply also to divorced vat

vor's_benefits: for each ten years of marrla[,e. one-quarter ot the worker s_benefit.

4 ‘Wonien would receive two yéﬁrs of eﬁrmngs credit towa: A5 9 benefit for ench
) i other

5. The surviving spouse T d primary benefit to e
spous.ll benefit, the total being capped by, perwnt of the earned benefit or 125
pereent of the. spousal benefit, whichever is higher.

6: If the costs of the above.are deemied too high; the benefit paid to retired cpouses
tone-hilf the worker’s benefit) should be mea sted as was recently enacted in
France. Benefits to surviving spouses might also be means-tested.

7. The age for entitlement to a benefit by a surviving spouse : should be made to

conforin_to the age of entitlement for all workers and their spouses at retirement,
thes is; 62 yeurs: It is difficalt to tell nonmarried working women thai they must
wait until age 62 before.receiving even a reduced benefit, while nonwarking widows;

many with sizable benefits from their deceased husband’s life insurance, get a bene-
fit at age 60.

167
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Prevarep StTATEMENT o Jupith FINN; CHAIRMAN; EAGLE Forum Task Force oN
SociAL SkcURITY

THE PROPOSAB FOR CHANclNc sbcmn sncuanv
Thls report describes the various proposals for changes in the Soc4a1 Secun;y

pect to the treatment of women. The HEW Changing Roles Report

escribed three major options, the Homemaker’'s Task, The Double Decker, and
Earnings Sharing. The 1979 Advisory Council on Socxal Secunty _recommended a
Limited Earnings Sharing plan. In addition; severai other versions of earnings shar-
ing and a proposal that would increase the worker’s benefit and decrease the wife'’s

p
benefit are dlscue.sed This report disciisses primarily the proposal for earnings shar-
ing.

Earnings sharlng
Under the earnings sharmg opnon described in the HEW Chan gmg Roles Report;

a coupie’s total annual earnings would.-ve divided equally between them. for the
years they were married for purpoces of compiiting retirement benefits. The earn-
ings would be divided when the couple divorced or when one spouse reached age 62.
Acc rdmg to the Report the basic idea uuder,mg earnings sharmg is that each

Report in 'xjdqxj”;o pay Beﬁeﬁts thatr are sqméwhat more compai'able to beneﬁts
under present law. These modifications are: (1) When one spouse dies, the survivor
would be. credxted with 80 percent of the total annual earnings of the _couple during

the marriage, but not less than 100. percent of thg earnings of the higher _earner.
These earnings credits could not exceed the earnings base for each year. (2) For pur-
poses of calculating the benefits for children and young surviving speuses caring for
children, edriiings woiild .riot be shared. (3) For purposes of disability benefits, earn-

ings would not be- shared, and thus, homemakers would not be extended dlsablhty
protection undelj thls option.

~Under this version of earnings sharlng. ,..“neﬁts for w1dows with-children in their
care would be reduced from 75 percent per child as under present law to 50 percent
per child after the first child who would

ive 100 percent of PIA. These benefits
would be payable onb{ _unti! a_child reaches age seven rather than age 18 as under
presen* law. A one-time readjustment benefit of 100 percent of PIA would be paid to
surviving spouses without any eligible children [p. 187].
Critigue of HEW eurnings sharing option

_The Changing Roles Report cites seven “‘concerns” that warrant change and that
prompted and guided the options. they proposed Qour of these concerns would not
be improved by the earnings sharing option [9z;, pp. 10-12]. First the Report ex-
presses the concern that homemakers have madequale social _security protection.
However; under this earnings sharing option the wife's benefit would be eliminated
and the ret retirement benefit for a one-income family would be cut as much as 19
percent. Earnings sharing would not provide protection for women who are primar-
ily honiemakers and work part-time or interinittenitly which is any greater than the
wife’s benefit ah ady provides. Further, hormemakers would not be extended disabil-
ity ri\]nd surivor’s insurance through this optlon - —

econd expressed concern is that widow's benefits are madequaterand there is

v's prap’ in bene
llu- extends from the tim ) ,
ment_ bgneﬁts bexin. However, the wi

fits. The gap when widows receive no rocial security bene-
carm" for childre to the time retire-

fits w's gap would actually i

option_in that aged widows could not get benefits until age 62 rather 1han al age 60
as under present law. The benefit amount for widows with children in their care
would also be reduced from 75 percent of PIA per child to /0 percent per child . after
the. first child who would receive 100 percent of PIA. The only improvement would
be the uddition of the one-time readjustment benefit (100 percent of PIA) payable to
widows withoiit children in their care.

The third. expressed concern is thiit homemakers have. no dxsabthty insurance.
But this op does not provide it. Since divorced-homemakers woild be eligible for
disability benefits, this option creates a divorce incentive when. a-homemaker be-

comes disabled. However, if earnings were to be shared upon disability to remove

o
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the perverse incentive, the disability benefits for the one-income family would be

cut in half even though all the earned income wotld be lost if the husband became

disabled. Indeed, all the secondary benefits would be based on one-half of the PIA.
Under these conditions the homemaker would have disability coverage equal to one-
halfofthe PIA192,p.64]. "~ "
__The_fourth_expressed concern is that married couples have greater. protection
than single workers. Under earnings sharing, however, the single workers would be
worse off compared to married couples because married couples would be able to
split their earnings_and take advantage of the weighted benefit formula [Mumiiell
concurs, 56, p. 51]. Married workers would also have a further advantage over single
workers in the form of superior inheritance rights for the siirviving spouse. - -
-. The other three ‘‘concerns’meritioried by the Report would be iijfiip'r;jiidﬁijiidgg
the earnings sharing option. First, divorced wives would be better off in that they
would have earnings records because they would be credited with one-half of the
total family income while they were married. This earnings record could be in-
cr%ic,sed,,thr,qugh,gmployment,,or,,ze,

) morrage. . .
ond, horizontal equity between_couples with the same total income would be
ed. That is; under _earnings sharing, the benefits for the one-income couple

would be the same as for the two-income couple with the same total earnings:

__The third. expressed concern is that the two-incotie. family receives a lower retirii
for its social security %3 =s than the one-income family. Under the earnings sharing
option; benefits wotid be redistribiited to the two-income family because of the
elimination of th¢ w-fc & benefit. However, it should be pointed out that making the
two-incomie cudple i .- er off vis-a-vis the one-income couple by eliminating the
wife’s benefit as nu’ning whatever to do with the earnings sharing concept itself
and could b= »: :»mplished independently of such a radical change.

One fina; ¢

2.0 to the HEW earnings sharing option must be mentioned here.
The transition period of ten years is_absurdly short for families to adjust to such

major benefit cuts and to “obtain alternative protection:”
Other forms of earnings sharing
__Mauy other formulas for the basic earnings-sharing concept have been discussed
for several years. The 1979 Advisory Council devised an illustrative earnings-shar-
ing plan that differs somewhat from the HEW option discussed above. The Council
did not_recommend the adoption of_fuil-scale earnings sharing but felt it was . a
promising approach: Thus the Councit GZviz ' ¢ 1 1an to foster understanding and to
encoursage debate and discussion of this ¢ of tandamazntal cliange. The Courcil’s
suggested plan would allaw the iilicritance of 100 percent of a couple's earnings
credits; would niot cut benefits for children and widows with young children, would
extend disability coverage to homemakers, and w: .!d require universal ,coyegaﬁe %
pp.- 363-389). It would also have a much longer .ransition period than the HE
option. L
_. Voluntary earnings-sharing schemes have also been proposed. Under this type of
plan, couples would be able to obtain benefits under present law. Alternatively; they
could elect to share their total earnings either on a year-by-year basis or_at retire-
ment, divoree; or death. Obviously; couples would choose the alternative which gives
them the highest benefits. The most frequent objection to maintaining_ this kind of
flexibility in social security is that the cost would be very high [1; pp: 99~100). How-
ever, it definitely would be in the spirit of social security to preserve these options.
For example, representative Bouquard of Tennessee proposed a form of voluntary
earnings sharing in H.R. 2912 (96th Congress, 1st Session). - = So——
The Fraser-Keys-proposed legislation (HR 3247, 95th Cong., 15t Sess., 1977) is an-
other. approach. This bill would have credited individuals with 50 percent of the
combined earnings of a couple or 75 percent of the earnings of the higher earning
__Limited earnings-sharing plans have algo been proposed. For example: the 1979
Advisory Council recommended a limited form of earnings sharing for divorced cou-
ples in lieu of present benefits for aged divorced spouses and aged divorced survivors
(thus affecting marriages lasting at least 10 years), and permitting. @ surviving
spouse to inherit the earnings credits of his deceased spouse (1, p. 114]. The HEW
Changing Roles Report also presented a limited option providing for.earnings shar-
ing at divorce no matter how many years the marriage had lasted (Limited Option
No. 10)[92, p: 118].
Critique of earnings sharing concept i
__The_1979 Advisory Council considered esrnings sharing to be the most promising
approach for dealing with these issues: However; the Council did.not recommiend
fall-senle earnings sharing because the members were not ~onvinced that acceptable
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been developed. For example, earnings sharing would exacerbate the problems de-

riving from the lack of universal coverage, and no acceptable means of meshing
shared earnings from covered e;.1ployment with earnings from noncovered employ-
ment.has been devised [1; p: 111} The Council was also unsure_about how to struc-
ture benefits for children and for young surviving mothers and fathers, and about
how to limit-total family income. The Council was also concerned about the reduced
benefits for divorced principal earners, primarily men [1, pp. 112-114]

Because earnings sharing represents such a fundamental change in the philos:

ophy of the social security system, the Council believes it must be fully debated and
atlzitipted by the American public before it can be successfully adopted 1, pp. 98 &
Y4 il

“The_council believes that such a fundamental change in the program needs tc be
carefully considered and thoroughly debated by citizens _and interest groups
throughout the country. Therefore, we recommend that the Congress and all other
interested groups carefully examine the concept of earnings sharing and in particu-

lar, the illustrative earnings sharinig plan developed for the council. So far, the

traditiona of American life—marriage; the fainily; and care of dependents and survi-
vors—and the effect of such a major change in this sytem must be carefully consid-
ered (1, p. 86)" -- . . .
_ The Advisory Cout zil aiid the HEW Report a8 well as numerous other critics of
social security have said that earnings sharing departs from the traditional under-
standing by viewing marriage as an economic partnership, based on an increasing

recognition of the economic contribution of the homemaker to her family. However,

the economic contribution of homemakers has long been récognméd(eéjgécéllyl?'
the social security system) except by feminists who believe that the role of a depend-

ent wife is demeaning and inherently unequal to the role of breadwinner. Viewing
mdrriage as an economic partnership hardly breaks with tradition; except insofar as
marriage has dlso long been recognized to be much more than that.

_ The break with the traditional conce(rt of marriage which is inherent in eornings
sharing is the way it ;e*ghirijrgsﬁggch individual to-have-social security in his.or her
own right as if he or she should always remain independent and selfsufficient
rather than becoming part of an interdependent family. The traditional division of
labor _within a family does not mean that the family is not an economic partnership
or not an equal partnership. The homemaker does not need “‘earnings sharing” as a
means of recognizing her worth or enforcing equality within her marriage. She does
not rieel a fictional earnings record, or.to be credited on paper with one-half of her
hiisband’s. e2rpings £0 that she can believe that she has social security benefits “in
her own rizht,” This contrivance does not change the kind of partnership which she
has with her husband, but-it does suggest that tiere niust be something wrong with
the traditional d:vision of labor, or with making an unpaid contribution to the
family, or with a homemaker’s economic dependence on hes husband's earnings.
___Earnings sharing for tne traditional family makes no sense and represents.an un-
warranted governmental interference in the affairs of the family by dictating the
equal entitlement to the fumily’s sccial security benefits. Lifelong partners in mar-
riage certainly. do not need the government u ensure that their social security re-
tirement benefits are “in their own right”_and _equally divided. Their_earnings
records have riot been equal during their entire life together; and we can be sure
that they have worked out somic. method. of handling their finances which_suits
them. We -believe it is-essential that families be.allowed to retain the freedom to
define their own marriages and the division of labor as well as the allocation of

property and income in the manner that they decide is best for them.
___Similarly, earnings sharing makes little sense for the Cﬁﬁife where-both spouses
have careers and earn their own retirement benefits, and whose earnings are rela-
avely equal. Further; earnings sharing would not even help the families with sec-
orndary earners in the sense of ,i),ro,viding ‘them increased protection for the social
security taxes they pay. Nor would it help these families by improving their position
rélative to the one-income family where the homemaker has never been in the labor
force. Earnings sharing would actually worsen their position relative to the one-
income family because they would not have as much advantage from the weighted-
benefit-formula.- T : o e

-1t is not earnings sharing, but rather the elimination of the wife’s benefit which
changes the relative position and gives the appearziice of a greater return for taxes
paid. Eliminating the wife’s benefit from the preserit law would have the samie
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effect, even without the adoption of egrn,insi,sha:i,nﬁ. 1t is important to distinguish
which elements of these options are producing which results: Again; it i3 the elimi-
nation of the wife's benefit—not earnings sharing—which increases the benefits of
the two-income family vis-a-vis the one-income family and which does away with tive
working wife’s complaint that the protection she earns duplicates protection she a'-
ready has as a wife. ; o - - e

Women who. are ho:nemakers and ackiiow ledged secondary earners will 1ot r.-
ceive increased socinl security protection as a result of earnings sharing; snd_to
claim otherwise is deceitful. Most of those supporting earnings sharing have en-
dorsed a Qékéi'siﬁjlii'ch,wquld,,eli,ming!e,thg,wif% s benefit. Such supporters of earn-
ings sharing often claim to be representing the best interests of the homemaker.
However, at the hearings on the HEW Changing Roles Report held by the National
Commission_on Social _Security and by the Social Security Subcommittee of-the
Houge Ways and Means Committee in 1979; homemakers from all over the U.S.
spake out forcefully against the earnings-sharing option in the Report.

A limited earnings sharing plan would have distinct advantages in the case of di-
vorce. As many. Critics have pointed out, there is a need, when a marriage ends in
divorce, to obtain an equitable settlement of the joint assets of the marriage includ-
ing the accumulated claims to retirement benefits. The social security law. presently
prevents divorce courts from dividing accumulated claims to retirersient beriefits,
The social security law does provide a wife’s. benefit for divorced wives who had
been rnarried ten or more years, but this is defined to be one-half. of the primary
benefit. This is not usually an equitable division of retiremment benefits (see Chapter
I for miore discussion). - - - e
. The fundamentsl question here is whether earnings sharing shouid be mancatory
for everyone merely because it facilitates an equitable division of assets at divorce:
We are told we must adjust to the reality of divorce. But can we do that without

encouraging it? Divorce is not a social good to be promoted or subsidized, but it
should be treated equivably under social security: A social recurity system designed
for married people will aot be optimal for divorced people and vice versa. We have
seen that earnings sharing offers disadvantages to married zouples, with no compen-
sating advantages. While it does constitite an improvement for divorced persons,

that is no. argument for mandatory, full-scale earaings sharing for all. The problems
now.faced by divorced women who do not remarry could be addressed through the
limited kind of earnings sharing endorsed by the Advisory Council and discussed
above, or through the simpler expedient of permitting divorce courts.to divide a cou-
ﬁ%é{s ,sgciglr security assets in accordance with the laws prevailing in the State where
theyreside. . L , o
__It is important to establish societal norms about what is the normal course of af-
fairs so.that.social expectations can help.us to-do what is proper. To recogniz: the
family and the superiority of life-long stable relationships as the norm does not_put
undue pressure on people to_conform nor does it prevent divorce; but it does estai-
lish the appropriate norm. To those who suggest that society should not favor one
life-style over another, we gay on the contrary that it is properly the responsibility
of our laws and institutions to do so. The existence of our social order depends upon
our ability to maintain the values and the public morality that are its prereqaisites;
Other objections to earnings sharing o

Fiill-scale earnings sharing would extend disability coverage to homemakers: This
would be very expensive. Indeed, the Advisory Council states that this provision
would make up moust of the entire cost of the option [1; p. 119). Disability is always a

hardship, but providing disability coverage for homemakers who have no lost wages
would be so difficult to administer and expensive that the social security program
should not be expanded to include it. Administratively it would be a real nightmare
to determine wlien and if a honiemaker is disabled. The sylem’s deterrent to claim-
ing_disability in the form of not being able to work wou;d not exist for the home-

maker. Disability for homemakers could easily promote the most widespread cheat-
ing of any social program. It i8 in our judgment the kind of risk that families should
continue to take for themselves. .
__Full-scale earnin;’s_sharirz would_be resented by many_ people who have their
own_earnings record and do r«. want to be forced to split their earnings even with
th},ilz,spouses. This concept challenges some of our most basic coricepts of property
rights. . . S - S
- Earnings sharing would also be administratively very expensive. It would require
an entirely new record-keeping system, and the SSA would have greatly increased
rect)rﬂ-kéépii:g responsibilities. For-example, they would have to keep complete
marital records y

on everyone covered by social security. This would result in a sig-
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nificant reduction in the privacy of the individual, more infrrmation about each of

s being given to the federa) government, and gre ater gover. mental involvement in

the most personal aspects of our lives. The advantages of such fundamental change
would have to be far greater than those promised by the earnings-sharing option
before_such increased administrative costs and increased governmenial interference
could be warranted.
INCENTIVES TO ENTER THE LABOR FORCE IN THE PROPOSED OPTIONS
usses the effect the proposed HEW options would &ave on in-

__This chapter disc e pro

creasing the proportion of married women who work outside the home: In question-
ing the wisdom of adopting such a policy, consideration is given to. what women

want, vo what is good for the children and the families affected, and to the social
costs ¢ sach a change in our social security law. .~ . --- -
_All three options proposed in the HEW Changing Roles Rcport would have the
effect of iricreasing.the pressure on dependent spouses (primarily homemakers with
children) to enter the labor force seeking paid employment. All three options elimi-
nate the wife's benefit and this preclide.a homemaker form obtaining_social secu-
rity_benefits based on her husband’s earnings record. The husband would no longer
be able to provide for his family’s retirement income through his earnings record,
even though be is still required by the laws of most of our states to support his
family. Homemakers would no longer be treated as part of a family unit, and the
protection of the family unit would na longer be a principal goal of the social secu-
rity system. Homemakers would be treated as independent individuals who would
hive to obtain social security retirement benefits in theirown right.
" Under all three options, the homemaker would have an independent social secu-
rity account either through her own labor force participation or, depending on the

option; by paying a tax on the impiited valie of her homemaking, by sharing her
hushand’s earnings record and accepting a 19 percent cut in benefits, or by receiving
only the Tier I, flat-grant benefit that all residents over 65 years old would receive.
Faced with these options after being set apart from her family, unable to cbtain re-

tirerent benefits as a.wife in & traditional family; wives would be under great pres-
sure to enter the work force in order to obtain their own economic security in re-
tirement,
_In additi

,,,,,,,, to homemakers having-to provide their own economic_security_in re-
tirement, additional incentives to indiice the wife to.leave.the home would_accrue
from the fact that the retirement benefits for traditicnial families would either be
cut substantially or the cos*s increased significantly. Many homemakers would have
to seek employment in order to earn enough extra money to pay the higher taxes or
to replace the lost retirement income. Under the earni

arnings sharing option, the wife’s
beiiefit woild be eliminated and iiic homemaker credited with one-half of her hus-
band’s work record as if she had earned it. For the traditional family the effect
would be o reduction in retirement income of 19 percent (about $100 per month at

today's levels). Unless the family could afford to purchase additional retirement se-
curity to replace the lost social security, the homemaker would feel increased eco-
nomic_and social pressures to take paid employment in order to obtrin her own
benefits in retirement. } .

_ Other provisions of the options would also encourage women to enter the labor

force. For example; widows with children in their care would receive greatly re-

diiced protection. No benefits would be paid unless the child were under age seven,
rather than under age 18 as under present law, and the benefit amount would be 50
percent of the worker's primary insurance amount rather than 75 percent as under
the present law, except that the first child would receive 100 percent of PIA. __ =
" The HEW Changing Roles Report-says that this substantial cut in benefits is
made_up by an increase in benefits for children. But the c¢hild's benefit would in-

crease only in a one-child fa.mnily. The benefit would be the same in the case of two
children; and less where there are three or more children. It certainly is inaccurate
to describe this change as_ “increasing” the benefits for children. It would actually
rediice the benefits for most families; and the reduction would be the greatest for
the larger families, the ories that most need help if they lose their wage-earning
puarent. The Refort characterizes this significant reduction in the benefits for young
widowed spouses with children ini their care as necessary.in order ‘‘to reduce the
disincentive for young survivors with children.to enter the labor force” [92; p._56).
" At the time that social security was established there was general agreement
within our society about the importance of mothering and the wisdom of providing
support for_parents with children in their care. For example, in 1936, in an evalua-

tion of the Social Security Plan; the Tennessee Taxpayers Association stated:

~3
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_ “The experience which states have had over the past 20 years in dealing with
state mothers pension laws has indicated that children can be maintained as cheap-
ly in their own homes where there is a remaining parent than in instituitions, and
the social benefits_of a natural home environment are inestimable [82. p. 20].”
_. Surely, our society does not now hold & view diaietrically opposed to the one ar-
tjgulgtedr here upon which social security was founded.
What is best for the children of married women

__Even_more_importart than what women think about their own career choices.is
the second issue, that is; what is best for the children ofice a family has made the
choice to have children. We must turii to the research iii the field of child develop-
ment for insights into this difficult and important question.- - -

Fortunately for our purposes, two exhaustive reviews of the literature on early
child development have been completed and published in the last two years [33; 541
Dr. Selma Fraiberg and Dr. Raymond and Dorothy Moore are experts in their field
and their work has addressed the important questions that_concern us here: Both
studies concluded that the research in the field of ¢iiild development proves the im-
goztange, of children being cared for by their mothers (or mother figures) ini the

ome for proper development: They also coriclude that the trend toward more and
earlier out-of-family care is.without any systematic research basis and-has negative
social, emotional, and cognitive effects on children as a result of mother-child dis-
continuity. - - - -

- These conclusions are based 0
child's development {83, pp. 27-

preponderance of evidence indica

n the importance of bonding or attachments to the
; 33, pp. 37~71]. According to_the Moore study; the

ndicates that the key role of a_parent. throughout the
years_of childhood is to be the kind_of warm; responsive; and relatively consistent
person_to whom a child can safely become attached: This is so important because
early development and learning are actively dependent.on this. bonding between
parent and child. This attachment &dlso gives stability to the child’s uncertain world
and contributes to a healthy self-reliance. -
Both Fraiberg and the Moores conclude that the strength and guality of attsch-
ment is principally determined by the amount and kind of care given by the ruother
or_mother figure [33, pp. 61-71 and 94; 54; pp. 27-28). They stress that any parent
surrogate must become very much involved in positive ways with a child on a rela-
t%vely,i:ontinumls and consistent basis if he or she is to be successful in assuniing
this role. T - o S o
_ “The home appears still to be the best place.for acquiring a healthy ﬁttﬁélii’ﬁéﬁt.

At present no substitute is known for the family in this-respect. Frequent interac-
tion with both parents enables the child to accept separation with the lesst problem.

Nevertheless, most children cannot tolerate separation fron: their mothers before
the age of five[54, pp.27-280"
__ It is also through this attachment relationship that a child builds a strong sense
of self-worth and acquires a value structure; which are in turn important influences
upon_learning and_are necessary_for social competence: It is_the influence of the
family, especially the mother, that is of prime importance in the early socialization
of children, i.e;; in establishing and maintaining values and the associated selfcon-
cept [54, pp. 49, 60]. When a child has achieved a positive sense of self-worth, he will

adapt more constructively to the world outside his home. He will be less threatened
by-authority figures-who control his environment, and if he has strong, internalized

values and standards, he will be less vulnerable to peer pressures {54, pp. 49-50].
__The new pattern of family life where both parents work and children ure cared
for outside the home is regarded as progressive and a_superior lifestyle by the
women’s liberation movement and perhaps by a significant segment of our poipnla:
tion, The three main optioris put forth in the HEW Changing Roles Report would all
tend to encourage this lifestyle. , . o S .
The trend toward more mothers working, even when they have young children, is

used by the Report.to justify eliminating the wife's-benefit-and making radical
changes which would penalize the traditional family. This would make it more diffi-
cult for mathers with young children to remain at home to care for them, However,
research for the field of child development is overwhelmingly critical of these trends
because of the effects on children [33; pp. 91-104; 54; pp. 1-2; 27-61). Some of the
researchers even suggest that the trend must be reversed for the sake of the chil-
dren and the society itself [54,0.219), _ . L [

__“Unnecessary out-of-home or other alternative care may endanger the child so-
cially, emotionally; behaviorally, and even academiically: In such cases the psycho-
logical and sociological implication for the family and for society may-be disastrous
as parents relinquish their responsibility—and authority—during their youngster's
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crucial developmentul years: Indeed we may be paying heavily for early childhood
ediication that ultimately develops problem children; only to pay much_more to re-
mediate the problems we have created. We Jpay miot only in dollars but also in anxi-
ety and in loss of human potential [54, p. 2].” : . T
_ Many child-development_researchers wotild even. have us go beyond allowing
women to be full-time homemakers and mothers and actively encourage them to de
so for the sake of the development of their children. They stress the importdnce of
full-time child and parent_involvement in the home and ‘its related activities. Par-
enits, they argue, should be helped to undecstand the overriding importance of inci-
dental teaching in. the contex of warm, consistent_companionsbip. because such
caring is usually the greatest teaching, especially sharing in the activities of the
home—which for the yound child -represents his foretaste of mature living; security;
and i endence [54, pp. 229-230]. The Moore uudy coticludes *hat impressive; re-
search-based data suggest that we must make every effort to minimize early institu-

tional life and maximize home influences, and concentrate on educating for parent-
hood and improving the home; rather than on providing alternatives [54, p. 222].
The resiilts from the developmental psychology literature on the importance of
inothers' influesice.on child development are holstered by the results of a number of
studies conducted by economists. Since the time_of Adam_Smith: economists have
recognized the concept of human capital, the possession of which is an_important
determinant of the incomes of individuals and the wealth of nations. This concept did
empirical testing or use until the publication of Gary Becker’s

developiiienit of the child and thus results in increased earnings; ceteris paribus, of the
children in later life {10;.100).. . . o
In contrast to the work of the developmental psychologists, the data and methods

used by economists provide indirect evidence of the beneficial effects. of the time
spent by mothers with their children. For example, Beltoti Fleisher used the Nation-
al_Longitudinal Surveys of the U.S. Department of Labor to construct an index of
mother's child-care-time_input. The index measured the number of years during
which the child was under 15 years old and the mother worked less than six-months
of the year. His empirical estimation of a model containing the index and other var-
iables including schooling, earnings and 1Q found that the earnings-payoff resulting
from each year of the child’s form:i schooling was positively related to the index of
mqtheij',é,j;gj,ld}'g;ij{é ‘time {J0).- While ezrnings in later life are not the sole; or even
the principal, purpose of chiid care, isolating a positive effect of maternal child-care
time on subsequent educational atfainment and-edrning

,,,,,,,,,, ational atiainment and earnings of the child is certainly
additional and independent confirmation of the findings of the developmental psy-
i:,g_ologists:, Fleisher's results have been confirmed by the work of other ecoriomists
35; 4T; 481 il T

The results suggest that the next generation of Am s will pay a price for the

ificreased labor. force participation of mothers with children. The phenomenon is too
important and the evidence too strong to be dismissed easily by antecd vidence
to the contrary. Almost everyone knows a working mother whose children have
turned out just great. Fortunately, the deleterious effects of reduced maternal-time
inputs on the children of mothers in the labor force are not so great that they over-
whelm the effects of other factors which influerice child developmenit: It is necessary
to have a larger sample and more careful control of other factors than we can pro-
vide by casual observation of our neighbors and friends. o -
__bnother._reason why casual observation should not be a guide to policy on this
subject is because there is a strong empirica! relationship between maternal inputs
and educational level of the mother. In gene

al, college educated mothers have been
shown to spend more time with their children than mothers with only a high school
education [36, pp. 22-23). More importantly; recent studies have established that col-
legeeducated women reduce the time. they spend with their children when they
work i+ a smaller amount than do mothers with a high-school education or less. For
examjic college-educated mothers (who start with a higher child-care time input)
reduce their child care time by about 25 percent when they work 20 hours per week
or more, while high-school-educated mothers show much larger reductions in_child-
care time und

er the same circumstance [36, pp. 20-21). Since most policymakers and

policy advisors in the U.S. have had the advantages of a.college education, and
likely spend most to their time associating with similarly edicated people, it would
be_dangerous for them to generalize on this subject from cbservation of the people
around them:
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_ The social security systeém does not discriminate against wormen. It is for all prac-
tical purposes sex-neutral. Further, women as a group are not disadvantaged under
the social security; but_rather pet a higher return for_their taxes than men do. The
frequent and exaggerated charges of discrimination and inequities against women
by the feminist movement have drawn unwarranted attention to the issue of the
treatment of women under social secuirity and have improperly focused the debate:
Even those who realize the charges are erroneous feel compelled to answer them,
providing credibility to them. Thus; the_ problems_that certain groups of women
have. under social security have been elevated above countless other concerns of
equal importance. These are not _matters_of sex discrimination in the present

systeim, and the answers cannot be foiind in Rirther sex-nieiitrality. - -
_Fuilscale earnings sharing is far more radical than necessary to address the ex-
isting problems and should not be endorsed. Its inyplementation would require sub-
stantial tax increases or substantial benefit cuts (usuaily the dependent wife’s bene-
fit-is singled out). Both of these are politically unfeasible: It would not be sound
public policy to eliminate a major benefit (the dependent wife's benefit) from social
security for the first time in its history or to single out the traditional family for
benefitcuts. .

However; the most important reason for re..’ri ¢ the wife's benef: is that it
wotuld coiitiriue to allow married women to chois< fiomemaking as their primary
career. The elimination of the wife's benefit would eticourage more married woren
to enter the labor force. The evidence presented here indicates that this woiild lead
to a decline_in the quality of care received by their children and a decline in these
children’s development. It is also shown that forcing more women into paid employ-
mient will. andoubtedly resalt in a decline in fertility: Reduced fertility means a de-
clie in the -nufiber. of futiire systeni-contribitors, an effect that would_offset at

least some of the savings associated with the elimination of the wife's benefit.
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